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Now ſend you my Remarks upon the Letter you were 
pleas'd to leave with me. My Curiofity had been indeed 


= gratify'd before with the Peruſal of ſome part of it in the 
8 Bookſellers Shop; ſo much, I remember, as ſatisfy'd 
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me that the Diſſenters were not like to gain much Con- 


uthor. The Account you gave me of the great Induſtry 
nd the mighty Boaſtings wherewith it has been diſpers'd, has, 


an I deſign'd, and to beſtow ſome Remarks upon the Argu- 
ents in it, which I muſt own I thought deſerv'd none, as I 
emember I faid to a Friend who told me, that Mr. D. de- 
gn'd not to beſtow any upon it. 3 

His Prefatory Diſcourſe I ſhall paſs over, being willing to 
low every Man his Liberty, to diſcharge his Duty according 
to the Light of his own Conſcience ; my Deſign is to ſhew 
that the Doctor has miſtaken the Diſſenters. 
His Letter confiſts of two parts, the firſt of which is de- 


chers, upon the Account of the falſe Doctrine taught by them. 
| And the Doctor has here ſingled out eleven particular Inſtances 
pf falſe Doctrine taught by them. 

Bur I defire the Reader to obſerve, that ſome of them are 
uch as the Diſſenters do not teach, and therein the Doctor 
2ntertains his Reader with Calumnies inſtead of Arguments, 
In others he repreſents not fairly the Diſſenters Senſe, but ſets 
down a little part of what they ſay, and the reſt is what he 
hinks he is beſt able to Refute ; and wirhal, his Inſtances are 
n things ſo very far from being eſſential to Religion, that 
x Perſon would not deſerve to be reputed a falſe Teacher for 
he ſake of them. It is not every little Error that's ſuffici- 
ent to denominate the Man that teaches it, in Groſs, a falſe 

eacher ; the Denomination among ſuch fallible Creatures 
is we are, is to be made, a Majori, and little doubful Diſ- 
putations ſhould be over-look'd. When I ſee a Man ſo un- 
ercifully Jay about him, and condemn every one that is 
3 A2 perhaps 
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ition,. or ſuffer much Prejudice by the Arguments of the 
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confeſs, made me willing to give it a more ſerious Peruſal 
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Dgn'd to ſhew that the Non- conformiſt Miniſters are fa Tea- 
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rhaps guilty of a miſtake in things of little moment, he 
eems to me to forget that he's a Man, and ſo liable to miſtake, I 
and looks as if he affected the Air of his Holineſs, and were 
ſetting up for Infallibility, at leaſt in Cat hedra, and to aſſume j 
to himſelf the final deciſion of Controverſies. I confeſs the wr 
leaſt trifling Miſtake in a Perſon's Doctrine will, according 1 
to the rigour of the words, beſpeak him a falſe Teacher, that t 
is, ſo far. But Mens common Circumitances have taught the 
World ſo much Civility, as not to beſtow this odious Cha- # 
racter upon one another, where the Miſtake is net of ſome ./ 
conſiderable importance and moment. And truly without 
this Civility, I fear the Doctor, notwithſtanding his Aſſu- 
rance, muſt come into the number of falſe Teachers, even for i. 
his Miſrepreſentations of the Diſſenters. Nor can he have d 
good reaſon to think, that he ſhall be able to do the Church FN 
of England any Service by this way of arguing. It will cer- 
tainly caſt reproach upon a conſiderable number of Confor- 
miſts. There are many things controverted among them- Mz, 
ſelves, and one fide or other muſt certainly at this Rate be WP 
falſe Teachers, The Doctrine of Paſſive Obedience and Non- 
Refiſtance is either true or falſe ; if true, a great number of tl 
the Conformitts were falſe Teachers at the Revolution, and in 
continue ſo ever ſince ; if falſe, the generality of them were h 
falle Teachers before. I might inſtance in the Calviniſt and 
Arminian Doctrines, or the moſt important Controverly lately ta 
ſtarted about the Rights of a Convocation, and the Power of is 
adjourning the Lower Houſe, Theſe Diſputes would fur- te 
nith us with a brave Liſt of falſe Teachers, and perhaps is 
few Conformiſts could wholly eſcape : If they were fouid de 
Orthodox in one, yet they might prove Heterodox in another Pr 
Controverly, and fo muit be falſe Teachers. Now I ſhall Sth 
proceed to the Doctor's Inſtances, and in alledging them IF li! 
ſhall firſt fer down his Aſſertion (that the Reader may ſee 
what's his Deſign) and then his Arguments from which he Ila. 
draws it. fo 
(I.) His firſt Aſſertion is, That whoſoever ſhall teach that St, 
kneeling is not a Poſture very ſuitable and proper for Prayer, {th 
but : piece of Superſtition, he i juſtly to be condemn'd as a falſe ot! 
T edc ber. | 
The Reader may ſee here, it is for his eaſe we ſet [Di 
down the Concluſion firſt, for that faves us the labour of Ice. 
examining his Arguments, We own the Concluſion, and then do 
what peed of Arguments to prove it to us? It is the common ſer, 
practice of Diflenters to uſe this Poſlure in Prayer in their Di 
Families, we 
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e, Families, and I verily believe in their Cloſets. They 
re oven it is a very proper Poſture in Prayer: But the Exam- 
e ples we have in Scripture of another Poſture in Prayer, I 
ie mean ſtanding, ſatisfies them that the other is not abſolutely 
ig neceſſary, and therefore they prefer the firſt, and only practiſe 
at the latter when moſt convenient; and if I miſlake not, the 
1e Church- men as well as Diſſenters judge both proper, and act 
accordingly. 

I know no way to excuſe the Doctor here, fince the Error 
| 8 is not held by any of the Diſſenters, I think not 
by the Quakers themſelves ; and if he is a falſe Teacher that 
is guilty of any little Miſtake, I defire the Doctor to conſi- 
der what he is that notoriouſly prevaricates to render his 
+ Neighbour od ious. 


(2.) His 2d Aſſertion, is, That whoſoever teaches the uſing 


21- Forms of Prayer, is not moſt highly acceptable to God, or leſs accep- 
m- Wrable than, or not equally acceptable as, New, or Extempore 
be Prayer, is a falſe Teacher. 

n- While the Doctor lays down this Aſſertion in oppoſition to 
of the Diſſenters, he runs into ſeveral Miſtakes about their Judg- 
nd ment, which it is fit we ſhould correct, before we conſider 
xe his Arguments. | 

nd 1. He repreſents the Diſſenters, as thinking Prayer accep- 
ely table to God upon the account of its being Extempore, which 


of is not the Opinion of any of us that I know. The Diſſen- 
ur- ters think that Prayer is moſt acceptable to God, which 
aps is offer'd in the Name of Chriſt, by a Pure Heart, and with 


ud devout and ſuitable Affections: They do not think coneeiv'd 


her 
1all 


Prayer will be acceptable without theſe Qualifications, or 
that praying by a Form will be unacceptable when thus qua- 


lee 2. They don't think that a Form of Prayer is abſolutely un- 
ne Flawful. I ſpeak now of the Generality of Diſſenters (and 


that 
yer, 
alle 


ſet 
x ol 
hen 
mon 
heir 
lies, 


ſome few weak Perſons in any Party are not to be made the 
Standard) who teach their Children Forms of Prayer (which 
they would not do if this were their opinion) and who adviſe 
others to them that are not able to do without them, 

And I deſire the Doctor to take notice that the Aſſembly of 
Divines have aſſerted the ſame thing con- hi 
cerning the Lord's Prayer, that he himſelf La 25 Cates 435 
do's, who not only call it a Form of Pray- PA RY e. 
er, but exprelly tay, that it is not only for 52 N ka 
Direction as a Pattern, according to which e after Sermon. 
we are to make our other Prayers, but may alſo be us'd as a 


A 3 Prayer; 
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Ptayer ; and they argue this by comparing the two Texts al- 

edg'd by the Doctor. | : | "4 

3. As to the Compariſon, between theſe two ways of Pray; 

ing, tho there is ſome. Diverſity ot Opinions among the Diſ- : 
enters, yet they generally agree herein, that as to themſelves, © 

they find conceiv'd Prayer do's more engage their atten- 
tion to the Buſineſs they are about; and that fince this, is a 
very lawful Help againit thoſe wandring thoughts, to which 
we are all {o prone in that Duty, they cannot ſee any reaſon / 
| why they ſhould not have their Liberty. They add too, that 
as our Deſires are the chief things in our Prayers, they 
think they may as well lead as follow our words ; and that 
it is as proper when we have to do with God, who looks 
moſt to our Hearts in that Duty, that it ſhould be out of the 
abundance of aur Hearts that our Mouths ſhould utter the Words 
wherewith we clothe our Requeſts, as that our Hearts ſnould 
defire out of the abundance of the Words that are put into 
our Mouths ; and as they think this a Reaſon for the Uſe of 
conceiv'd Prayer in private, ſo the ſame will hold as to the 
Perſon that officiates in publick ; and that it will not a little 
affect the Auditory, upon whom the viſible Diſpofition of the 
Speaker has no {mall Influence, and whole Affections in a great 
meaſure follow his. For he is moſt likely to have his Audi- 
tory {eriouſly affected either in Preaching or Praying, with or gr. 
withouta Form, that is moſt ſo himſelf. They add, That in 
Publick Prayers, the Auditory's not knowing before-hand the B 
Prayers which are offer'd,is a means to engage their Attention, 5; 
and to help againſt the Evil mention'd before; and that there 
is good Reaſon for the uſe of Conceiv'd Prayer, becauſe no 
Form can be ſo contriv'd as to reach all Caſes. 

4. But the main difference between the Conformiſts and 
Non- Conformiſts is this, that the former do pretend to a Power 
of impoſing a Form of Prayer upon all the worſhipping Aſ- 
ſemblies of this Nation; and the other do defire to lee a fair 
Proof that Chriſt has lodg'd ſuch a Power as this in them. 
They profeſs they have not as yet been able to meet with any pi 
ſuch thing, cho ſome of them have made a diligent ſearchharti 
after it; and withal, they can't eſteem the Form impos'd, e 7 
the molt exactly fitted to anſwer its end. iflik 
Nou haviig thus ſet the Diſſenters Opinion in a true Light, ve 
Jet us ſee how far his Arguments will affect them; Not to 
mention (lays ne) ſeveral Forms of Prayer (or the like) preſcrib'd 
by God himſelf in the Old Teſtament, tis evident from the New, 
&c. and 1 am well ſatisfy'd with the Doctor's not * | 
; ; "OP thele 
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"Hubious whether there be any Form of Publick Prayer (tity 
lo call'd) preſcrib'd in the Old Teſtament. (z.) If there 
ere ſuch, it would not fignify much in our Controverſy, 
> "tþecauſe' there is no diſpute whether God may, if he pleaſe, 
impoſe Forms of Prayer 3 but the only Yes is, Whe- 

ther he has impower'd Men to do it ? and I ſuppoſe the Do- 
for will not infer the latter from the former. : 
'# Paſſing therefore theſe Forms, he comes tothe New Teſta- 
ent, and argues from the Lord's Prayer, and cites Matth. 
. 9: Luke 11. 2. and then he adds, And that it was our Savi- 
s Pi that this Form ſhould be uſed as long as Chriſtianity 
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fler which the Uſe of this Prayer ſhould ceaſe, and be no longer 
Is | equiſite ;, but on the contrary expreſſing 0 indefinitely, and 
d pit hout any Limitation thus Luke 11. 2. When, i. e. whenſo- 
0 ver (for the Greek word is the Indefinite Particle Tray whenſo- 
5 


or my own part, I am ſatisfy'd, it may be us'd as a Form, 
nd do believe the Diſſenters will generally grant that, as 
ny other proper er : ſo theſe of the Lord's 
rayer, all of them, and as t 
OT er. But that which I would remark upon the Doctor's Wards, 
in bw I have told him my own Opinion, is, 1, That 'tis a 
he Difſervice to Truth for a Perſon to ſet it on a weak Founda- 
on, gion; this tempts Perſons to queſtion it, who before perhaps 
ere Fnclin'd to embrace it. Now this I think the Doctor does, 
no hen he lays ſo much ſtreſs upon the indefinite Particle ray, 
ithout a Limitation of Time; I will only propoſe to the 
and Poctor a Parallel way of Reaſoning : Suppoſe therefore that 
wer 8 Man ſhould argue from Luke 12. 11. and Matt. 10. 19. that 
Al-Fhenever a Perſon is perſecuted for his Religion, and is to 
fair Ippear before a Magiſtrate, it is a Sin for him to premeditate 
em. Defence, and that he's bound to depend on the immediate 
piration of the Spirit, and that becauſe the indefinite 
article 87@y is made uſe of in both places. I ask then, Would 
e Doctor allow the Argument? I fancy he would as much 
itlike this as Extempore Prayer or Preaching, *Twere eaſy to 
ve more Inſtances of this Nature. Tis a plain Caſe then, 
F0Hat when there is no expreſs Limitation ſet down, yet there 
rib hay be one ſufficiently imply'd in the Circumſtances, and 
New, ne nature of the Thing. As here, when Iuſpiration ceas'd, 
ungfertainly this Precept can't be ſuppos'd to bind; and there- 
cheſe A 4 | fore, 


— 


— 
Or 


Reheſe Forms, for theſe two Reaſons ; (1.) Becanfe it 1s 


ey ſtand, may be us'd in Pray- 


* 


FN [8] 
"Sore, 2. The Doctor ſhould have prov'd, That there are no 
duch Circumſtances as may be reaſonably ſuppos'd to imply a. 
Limitation. I will only put him in mind of one Circum-Wt 
lance which perhaps ſome may be ready to alledge. The Oc-· 
cahon of Chriſt's teaching his Diſciples may ſerve for this, 
they were at firſt raw and ignorant, and ſo might have ſpe· Ci 
cial need of being taught thus to Pray, and therefore the fat 
Doctor ſhould ſhew, that even when the Reaſon aſſign'd ſat 
for the teaching them this Prayer at firſt ceas'd, that yet they faw 
were bound to the uſe of it. 3. I would ask the Doctor, Who 
has giv'n him Authority to reſtrain this indefinite Particle 
Frar, and to enlarge it at pleaſure ? That is, who has aſſur'd 
him that it muſt extend to every Period of the World, and 
not to every particular individual time in every ſuch Period, 
wherein Men pray to God ? i. e. In ſhort, why ſhould not 
this Indefinite be equivalent to an Univerſal ? and he as much 
as this; As often as ye Pray, Say, c. and then I fear the 
Doctor and his Friends will not come off handſomly, and 
we muſt change the Faſhion, and ſay bath before and afte! 
Meat a ſomewhat longer Grace, 4. If the Obligation be \ 
conſtant, how comes it to paſs that through the Acts of th 
Apoſtles we find no mention of it, nor in the moſt early times 
of Chriſtianity ? Particularly, Why have we nothing © 
this in that moſt exact Account giv'n us of the Manner 
and Order of their Worſhip by Juſtin Martyr, in his 2d 450 


2 ö | 
ths the next place, the Doctor argues from the Example of 
our Lord in the Garden, Mat. 26. 44. who pray'd, ſayjnggre: 
the ſame words 3 times; and upon this he likewiſe ground 
his 34 and 4th Inttances ; and therefore I ſhall here endeavou 
diſtinctly to ſtate this matter, And fiyſt we will lyppote with 
the Doctor, That our Lord pray'd theſe 3 times by a Formfco 
pr rather the firſt Extempore, and made that Extempore Prayeff ge 
2 Form in the two latter, and that he us'd every time exactly an 

he ſame words; and, I ſay, this won't make much to our prg ca 
4 Controverſy, for the clearing of which I defire tl} ſp 
Reader to obſerve, ca 
1. If it be inferr'd from hence, That a Form is not in Þ} ce 
ſelf unlawful, and when offer'd up with ſuitable Aﬀedtiof fo 
is pleaſing to God (as it will yield this Remark underſtoq A 
in his way) the thing inferr'd is granted by us, and therefoff W 
he need not prove it, fir 
' 2, Our Lord's Circumſtances were every time the ſamf| or 
zud {0 the fame words might well ſuit each time, whereyy er 
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e noWr Circumſtances ſo continually vary, that no Form ean be 
ly 2W@ppos'd always to ſuit them; and therefore to argue tram 
um-What our Lord did then, to what we ſhould do. conſtantly, is 
Oc Hot fair. "13 
his; 3. As the time between each Prayer was very ſhort, and the 
ſpe-Circumſtances of our Lord the ſame, and his Aﬀections the 
the fame in each, it is no great wonder that he ſhould ule the 
on'd fame Expreſſions; and ſo we ſay, that it would be a vain and 
ple Humour fora Perſon in praying about a Matter in all 
Circumſtances exactly the ſame, to be ſcrupulous about 
wing any Expreflions, meerly becauſe he had us'd them in 
— hm Prayer before. 

Our Lord's Prayer was his own, and ſo of Divine Com- 
— and ſurely it can't hence be argued, that I am bound 
uſe a Form of another Man's making, who can't pretend 
uch ſuch an Original. 

5. I defire it may be obſerv'd, that there was not the ſame 
eaſon for our Lord's not tying up himſelf to a Form, that 


freFhere may be why we ſhould not. If we find that the con- 
e {\Mant uſe of a Form gives more Liberty and Scope to our 
the Thoughts to wander, and therefore as a lawful means to help 


s againſt it, we prefer conceiv'd Prayer to humane Forms, yet 
ar be it from us to imagine our Spotleſs Perfe& Redeemer, 


5M 
ine!Fubjedt to the ſame Evil with our ſelves, or to ſtand in any 
Apo meed of the like Remedy. 


And thus having giv'n an Anſwer to him upon his own 
Buppoſition; I ſhall a little debate the Matter, whether it be 
ing reaſonable to allow this Suppoſition, That our Lord us'd 
every time the ſame Form of words ; and I ſhall comprehend 
what L have to ſay here in theſe following Remarks. 
it (.) That tis very probable our Lord was each time a 
confiderable while in Prayer, and that the account the Evan- 
aye geliſts have giv'n us of his Prayer, is not of the very Words 
ct and Syllables, but only of the Matter and Subſtance of it. I 
prq cannot eaſily think that our Lord, who on other Occaſions 
tif ſpent whole Nights in Prayer, did upon this extraordinary Oc- 
caſion, when he was ſo deeply affected, and his Soul was ex- 
n | ceeding Sorrowful, even unto Death, content himſelf with 
join fo ſhort a time in Prayer, as muſt be ſuppos'd, unleſs this 
ad Account be allow'd. I appeal for this to Circumitances ; 
fo W ho can think that our Lord ſhould three times ſucceſſively 
find every one of his Diſciples afleep, upon his leaving them 
my} only for 2 or 3 Minutes? and 4 we have all his Pray- 
rey er, it could not be much more; for he went but a little Ac 
OM 
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from them, as all agree; he went forward a little, ſay bot 
Matthew and Mark : and Luke expreſſes it more clearly, abo 
a Stones Caſt. And befdes, add to this, what Luke has ad 
ded, and it is yet more clear, that more time mutt be al 
low'd, Luke 22. 43, 44+ And there appeared to him an Angel 
and ſtrengthned him: And being in an Agony he prayed mo; 
earneſtly: And hu ſweat was as it were great drops of blood Hi: 
e. upon the ground. Certainly this will ſhew that tha vp 

vangeliſts have only given us a Summary Account of him f. 
Prayer. ; i | "8 
 (z.) The Evangeliſts, tho' they all agree in the Senſe and 
Matter of his Prayer, yet ſet it down with ſuch a differencd 
of Expreſſion, as ſhews they defign'd not to give us an exad 
Account of his very Words: In St. Matthew it is thus; ON V 
my father if it be poſſible let this cup paſs' from me; nevertheleſW) | 
not as I will, but as thou wilt. In St. Mark, Abba father, al 
things are poſſible unto thee, take this cup from me; nevertheleſs, 
not as I will, but as thou wilt. And in St. Luke, If thou be 
willing, remove this cup from me; nevertheleſs, not my will, but 
thine be done. 
63.) If our Lord us'd a Form of Prayer, that is, us'd the 
very lame Words and Expreſſions, then he muſt do ſo all the 
three tinies (according to the Doctor's Argument, and as he 
allows) for the Evangeliſt ſaid he pray'd the third time, 
ſaying the ſame words; and St. Mark lays of the ſecond time, 
that hie {aid the ſame words that he had ſaid the firſt, But 
this can't be, for this very plain Reaſon, becauſe the ſame 
Evangeliſt has fet down his words the firit and ſecond time 
differently. 

The firſt time thus; O my father if it be poſſible let thu 
cup paſs from me; nevertheleſs, not as I will, but as thou wilt : 
And the ſecond time thus; O my father, if this cup may not 
poſh from me, except I drink it, thy will be done, This Dit- 

erence may be eaſily accounted for according to my Notion, 
but not according to the Doctor's. | 

(.) As to thoſe words (which the Doctor infiſts on, and 
which is the only Objection againſt this Interpretation) 7% 
evTov Abyor elamv, which are us'd by two Evangeliſts, and In- 
we have render'd, /aying the ſame words; we may render 
them, ſaying the ſame thing, So we have render'd that word || 2 
9189 elſewhere, #gw740w vas xa ayer ba, IT 
Matth. 21. 24. alſo will ask you one thing. t is certain that {© 
Luke 20. 3. the word N which ſignifies primarily a 
Nn word, is put often to ſigniſie a thing; _ | 
oY tne 
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both 70 Interpreters, when tis us'd fo, have often render'd it 
bod ße & ayes. For this latter, among many other In- 
3 adices, ſee 1 _— 12. 30. Deut. 1. 32. and in this uſe of 
e al$ word, I think it is evident the Evangclins have here 
noeWtared them; beſides that, other Aut liors would bear them 
mo) in it. 

oo Kis zd and 4th Inſtances (as I obſerv'd before) are ground- 
tha upon the ſame Text, and have nothing in them that needs 
ti arther Anſwer. $I 

In his next inſtance, he is {till eſtabliſhing the ſame 
ertion, but his Argument is taken from £ccleſ. 5.2. Be 
raſb with thy mouth, and let not thy heart be haſiy to utter 
thing before God. From whence the Doctor argues, that 
who prays by a Form, is ſecur'd againſi Raſhnets, as he 


anc a 
nc 
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def conſider before-hand of every word; but he that prays 
a/Mthout a Form, is not ſufficiently ſecur'd from any Acci- 
eſs, Wt ſo diſturbing him, as to make him let fall rath or nally 


; beMords or Expreſſions; and therefore he aſſerts, That he that 
ut by a Form, prays in ſuch a manner as enables him to pray 
re ny to the Rule above-mentioned. In aniwer to 
theWuch, 
the 1. Let us try how far the Doctor's Argument will go; 
he r 'tis a pity it ſhould not run our to its full length. His Ar- 
ne, ment condemns plainly all thoſe that uſe conceiv'd Prayer 
ne, © raſh and haſty; or at leaſt as finning in not uſing means to 
ut ſufficiently ſecur'd againſt it; which I take to be a Man's 
ne 


uty. 
ne & Now this Conſequence falls hard upon the primitive Chri- 


ans, all Proteſtants, and even upon the Church of England 


bs r ſelf, who allows this way of praying, and many of whoſe 
- - Miniſters, without any Diſturbance, practiſe it. 

ot And I will tell the Reader what I have from a perſon of 
f- Pod Credit, that a certain Biſhop now living in Ireland, when 


leading for Forms of Prayer, was yet pleas'd to lay, that in 
rivate he was againit Perſons tying themſelves up to them; 
d that if he were aſſur'd of a Perſon, that he never pray'd 
ut by a Form, he ſhould very much doubt his Sincerity ; 
21v'd prayer. a | 
2. Let us imitate the Doctor's way of Reaſoning, and try 
we c2n't with more Strength argue from the practice of our 
ord, If Chriſt had thought with the Doctor, that con- 

iv'd Prayer was raſh and haſty, he would have forbidden it, 
xr have left no room for it, either by providing himſelf, or 


by 


— — 


nd therefore in the Family where he then was, he us'd con- A 


* 
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his Apoſtles Forms of prayer for all Caſes; or by letting 
os thas he had left a power to ſome certain _ mp4 > 
up Forms for his Worſhip, or by commanding all perſons , 
draw up Forms for themſelves, and then conſtantly to uſe the: s 
but fince he has not done any thing of this Nature, we hai 
no Reaſon to think that our Lord had any ſuch Apprehenfio 
3. Raſhneſs in Prayer does not always lie in the Words a 
Syllables made uſe of, but ſometimes in the Requeſts the 
ſelves, and the peremptorineſs of asking, c. If a peri 
asks things not according to the Mind and Will of 
not with due Reſerve and Submiſſion to the Will of God, | 
may be {aid to be raſh ; but that a Requeſt muſt neceſſarily b 
raſh, that is not form'd into an exact Period, is what I 
no reaſon to believe. If the Doctor pleaſe, he may call itſo, b 
he muſt give me leave to think that God, who looks chiefly : 
the Heart, judges very differently of it. The Apoſtle ſpeaks 
ſuch Prayer as conſiſted ſo much in Defires, as to want Expreſſ 
ons, Rom. 8. 26,27. (and J hope that was not by a Form) and ye 
he aſſures us that tis acceptable to God; and I can't deviſe wh 
ſhould induce a learned Man to give ſuch a new and ſtrang 
Account of that Text, and to make the Holy Spirit our I. 
terceſſor at the Right Hand of God, and fo confound bi rad 
Work with that of our Redeemer, unleſs it were his Jealoufi Dre 
that the common Interpretation, according to the receive 
Notions of the Work of Chriſt, and of the Spirit, migh 
have too kind an Aſpect on conceiv'd Prayer. But his Inter, 
retation is ſo forc'd, that 'tis no wonder he has had few . | 
follow him in it. And indeed that the ſerving an Hypotheſi 
was the Reaſon of his giving that Interpretation, will not ſee: 
improbable to him, who conſiders that when he is not thils by 
als d, he acknowledges with the Generality of Proteſtant Wr; 
ters, that Chriſt is the only Interceſſor with the Father. See Col. 2 ay 
19. I will add, That God has let us know, that that Exactneſs o 
Speech, which is ſo highly eſteem'd among Men, is not of the 
ſame account with him, _ by the Stile in be yo the New Tek 
ſtament (or a great part of it to be ſure) i, 
Vice Gatake- written, which, as Ano Men have obſer on 
v'd, is far from having that Exactneſs and Ac 
curacy which is to be met with in other Auſeſs 
thors. I am not, however, pleading for a care4; 
leſs and flovenly Expreſſion, which tends only; tit 
to bring the Worſhip of God into Contempt. But this is what 
aiſert, chat the Doctor has carry'd the matter too far, and 
that tis not a difficult thing for a Perſon to arrive to this, t. 
be able ta put his Deſires into apt Expreſſions. And I quer 
4 whe 


rum de Novi 
Teſtamenti ſti- 
lo, contra Pfo- 
chenium. 
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ether the Doctor thinks a Man more fit to make a Miniſter 
an a Sollicitor, that has not a tolerable Ability this way ? 
Since the Doctor ſays, He that uſes a Form may through- 
weigh afore-band what he is to utter in his Prayer, and fo may 
ure to uſe no ſingle word that may be ſtil' d raſh or haſty, or 
y other way indecent ;, 1 ſuppoſe he will allow, that when he 
s thus weigh'd the Matter, and finds any thing of this na- 
e in the Form he is to uſe, that he ſhould firſt alter it. His 
ighing it will be to little purpoſe otherwiſe: and what then 
auld the Doctor have a Non- conform iſt do, that has weigh'd 
Eſtabliſh'd Form, and declares, that according to his beſt 
dgment, he finds many things of this Nature ? 


gs. The Text that the Doctor argues from, does relate to 
Ps, and not to Prayer, How miſchievous raſh Vows are, 
bay be ſeen by Fephthah : And it is certain that they are 
/ Wt to-be made but with the greateſt Care and Deliberation ; 
Nic is a great Argument of Weakneſs, for Perſons upon 


ery ſudden Motion, without ſuch care, to make Vows : 
this we may argue from what follows, for the wife Man 
forces this Rule by a Reaſon in the 3d Verſe : For a Dream 
meth through the multitude of Buſineſs, and a fools voice i 
own by a multitude of words, Where he compares 
raſh and a fooliſh Vow to a Dream: Eafily made, as 
Dream, is a looſe Thought that comes into the Mind hur- 
d with Buſineſs, without conſidering the Nature of the 
31 hought ; ſo a raſh Vow is made without a diſtinct and pru- 


eint weighing of Matters; and as it is eafily made, fo it is 
15 little regarded and as ſoon forgotten as a Dream. He 
4 exefore expreily {peaks of Vows in the next Verſes ; 


en thou voweſt a row unto God, defer not to pay it; for he 
DV Bath 0 pleaſure in fools. (Such Fools as are deſcrib'd before, 
VÞFhoſe Voice in Vowing is like their Thoughts in Dreaming.) 
Fay that which thou haſt vow'd : Better it i, that thou ſhouldſt not 
ow, than that thou ſhould vow and not pay. Suffer not thy mouth 
Þ cauſe thy fleſb to fin; neither ſay thou before the Angel that it 
Te an Error. Wherefore ſhould God be angry at thy voice, and 
Nestroy the work of thy hands (and then ke repeats his for- 
el pier Reaſon again) For in the multitudes of dreams and many 
\CÞords (that is, a Forwardneſs and Haſti- 

Uheſs in Vowing) there are alſo divers vani- Bp. Patrick in his 
11 ies, but fear thou God, Now as the Re- Annotations, ſpea- 
t news that the qth, 5th, and Gth Verſes Vows, ſays the lat- 
About Vows do belong to what went be- ter is moſt proper 
2 re, and are to be connected with the 3d, 20 the place, 


lo 
e 


— 
— — 


etution of this reaſon in the 7th Verle king of Prayer and 


: 
5 
. 5 


— 


n 


— >: „ D 


[ 14 ] 
ſo the 3d Verſe is connected with the 24; and is a reaſon 
it; and therefore the 2d Verſe relates not to Prayer in ( 
ne ral, but to Vows. 

His 6th  Aftertion is, That whoſoever teaches that Preac| 
within-book, 1s of it ſelf leſs efficacious or edifying than Pre: 
ing without-book (in ſhort) u a falſe Teacher. 

For my part, I never doubted of the Lawfulneſs of Preac 
ing within-book, and the Diſſenters are fo far from judging Im 
the Doctor repreſents, that every Man uſes his Liberty; ae 
many of them Preach within-book, I think all confiderg 
Perſons will eaſily agree with the Account which my L 
Bp. of Sarum, in his Paſtoral Care, gives of this Matter. Ct 
tainly it is lawful and uſeful, where it is done well, and re 
ders a Perſon more acceptable to his Auditory, But t 
Doctor's Argument being new and fingular, comes now to 
confider'd, and it is this; Ferem. 36. 4, 5, 6. Baruch wr 
from the mouth of Feremiah all the words of the Lord, 8c. Fro 
whence he infers, That the Wiſdom of God judg'd it equally « 
ficaciow to declare his Will by reading it out of a Book, as 
declave it by word of Mouth, which being put into the preſe 
way of ſpeaking, s as much as to ſay, that the Wiſdom of G 
judg d it equally edifying to read a Sermon, or Preach withi 
Book, as to Preach without-book. For tis evident that the Divi 
Goodneſs was deſirous to bring the Jews to 9 and time 
Repentance, from the 3d and 7th Verſes ; and therefore ti b 
rational to ſuppoſe, That the Divine Goodneſs was willing i 
make uſe of the moſt efficacious ordinary Method to this great E 
and Purpoſe. Wherefore had the Divine Wiſdom known that dt 
livering hu Will by word of Mouth, or Preaching without-book 
w a Method much more effecaciow and edifying, than deliverin 
hu Will, or Preaching within-book; It i not to be ſuppos'd bi 
that the Providence of God either would have ſo order d Matters 
as that the Prophet |-remiah himſelf ſhould have deliver'd b 
Meſjage by word of Mouth, or elſe have order'd and inabled Ba 
ruch to have / deliver'd it, and not to have read it out of 
Bool. Doubrleſs the Reader is now fully convinc'd of thi 
peltilent Hereſie of theſe Difſenters, and for ever fortify' 
againit all Danger from the Doctrine cf theſe falſe Teachers}, 
Such an Argument better deſerves a place in the Reaſons of 
the Contempt of the Clergy, than a ſerious Anſwer, But tc 
ſhew the weakneſs of it, let theſe things be conſider'd. d 

r. That his way of Arguing is fallacious. I mean, whenfq, 
he argues from the Divine Goodneſs, what God muſt neceſlaF | 
rily do, The Divine Goodneſs, tho? it be infinite, ow noth, : 

| ways 


— | — — af a 5 ©" I : 
14154 tos 
rays to the utmoſt exert it ſelf; There are Reaſons that 
are not able oftentimes to penetrate, why it does not. 
4'%s Goodneſs towards Man in his ſtate of Innocency,” and 
willingneſs that he ſhould be happy, are unqueſtionable ; 
yet we ſee we can't argue, that he muſt therefore 
every thing he might have done, if he pleas'd to pre- 
t his Miſery, or that he muſt neceſſarily hinder the Devil 
m tempting him to Sin. Or to put the Matter a little 
Mer; God is not willing that any ſbould periſh, but that all 
Id come to Repentance, 2 Pet, 3. 9. Will the Doctor there- 
> argue, That he uſes the moſt efficacious and edifying or- 
ary means, to this end, with thoſe that have not, as well 
with thoſe that have the Light of the Goſpel ? Ir is a pre- 
ption for Men to go about to define how far God's Good- 
s will engage and oblige him to his Creatures, where he 
not himſelf expreſs'd it in his Word. 
2. God had before ſent his Meſſage to them by his Prophet 
emiah, and they had put him in Priſon for it; And when 
ey dealt fo barbarouſly with his Servant, was it not reaſo- 
ble, he ſhou'd forbear to work a Miracle to ſet his 
ophet at liberty to ſpeak to them himſelf, and that he 
ou'd deny the immediate Infpiration that was neceſſary to 
able Baruch to peak without- book, ſuppoſing this the moſt 
cacious means? Will the Doctor ſay, That the Divine 
bodneſs always engages him to uſe the moſt efficacious 
eans, if any at all? or will he not allow God gradually to 
ith-hold his hand upon Mens provocations ? 
3. Let it but be conſider'd, what may be reaſonably thought 
be the Cauſe of God's thus ordering theſe things to be 
Frittenz and it's plainly this, That whereas they had been 
iſpleas'd with the Prophet for declaring theſe things (for he 
Fly wrote what he had preach'd before, as appears by ver. 2. 
hence I cou'd argue as finely as the Doctor in this matter, if 
were of his Humour) and thought to ſave themſelves the 
ouble of hearing of them, by ſhutting up the Prophet in 
Filon; God diſappointed them, and orders his Prophet to 
rite theſe ſo diſpleafing things, which was not only that 
Yaruch might read them, but that they might read them 
is Olhemſelves allo; vid. ver. 21. and not only ſo, but that be- 
it thy written, they might remain as a Memorial againſt them; 
d therefore after the Roll was read and burn'd, God 
ders another Roll to be written, v. 27. Let the Words 
eſſfaff God by Iſaiah be compar'd herewith, Ch. 30. 8. Now 
noi write it before them in a Table, and note it in a Book, that it 
vays may 


_ 
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may be for the time to come, for ever 5 That this is a rebel 

People, 8c, So that here is no more than what is ordinar 

God deliver'd his Mind and Will by the Preaching, and th: 
the Writings of the Prophet: But in my Apprehenſion, 

e Doctor would make any uſe of this Text to ſuch a Kin 
of urpoſe, he ſhou'd rather have argued, That fince Goo 
neſs inclin'd God to uſe the moſt efficacious means with th 
People; and at the ſame time he did not ſo order Matters 
his Providence, That the Prophet ſhould deliver his Meſſag 
himſelf, but only by Proxy, That therefore *tis as efficaciou 1 
and 8 a way for a Miniſter to preach by Proxy as 1 
preach himſelf, and conſequently that the r may X 
well edifie his Pariſh, by lending his Clerk with a Copy of h 
Sermon, as by preaching himſelf ; which wou'd be a pret 
Device forthe eaſe and profit of our Modern Pluraliſts, whoſe⸗ 
I hope a Man may ſpeak againft without incurring the Cenſurſe! 
of a falſe Teacher. 

In the next place the Doctor is pleas'd to make a Reflectio 
on the Introducers of this way of conceiv'd Prayer: But = 
thank him, we are able to give a better Account of the Ma 
ter, than the doughty Author he refers to. The Doctor 
Story is, That one Cummin a Popiſh Friar in the gib of Quee 
Eliz. (in order to draw off the People from the Church of Eng 
land, and ſo to further the Ends of Popery) began to make uſe of 
the Artifice o Spore Prayer, And 3 anot he 
Thomas Heath follow'd the ſame crafty Method, and for bot 
theſe we are referr'd to the very Canonical and Apoſtolica 
Author Mr. Foxe's and Firebrand's. But in anſwer to th&#* 
Doctor, and all thoſe (who are not a few) who appeal te 
that Author, I ſay, Fre 

(r.) That we are ſecure of a much better Pattern: We hav 
Patterns not only in the Old Teſtament, but in the New tht 
Apoſtles; and we have the Example of the moſt primitiv. 
Chriſtians to plead in our behalf, and we are willing to ſtan 
and fall with theſe ; and deſpiſe the impotent Malice of thoſ 
who Slander us as receiving it from Cummin. ; 

(2.) 'Tis ſtrange that Cummin ſhould begin this in England 
in the gth of Queen El;z. when the inſufficiency of Form: 
had taught and conſtrain'd perſons to the uſe of ir before, 
may be ſeen in the Caſes of the Martyrs; particularly Dr$&at 

Taylor. \ 

But, (3.) The whole Story is ſuch a notorious Forgery Wh: 

that no Man can lay ſtreſs upon it, without expoſing the Re- Per 

putation of his Judgment or his Honeſty, If that piece does Th: 
Hoc 


LT 

. ity in the Front of it all the Marks of Forgery; fare- 
vel all Criticiſm. And it is not py a Forgery, but a fooliſh- 
y contriy'd one; and I have often wonder'd that our Ene- 
nies (who are fubtil enough) ſhould hide the Cheat no better. 
There is nothing of Confiſtency in any Circumſtances of the 
Story, I defire the Reader only to peruſe what Dr. Collins has 
\ 5 "on this Subject, in his Anſwer to Dr. Sror's Caſes 


bout Forms of Prayer, who has with ſo much Evidence 
lag Prov'd the Forge ry and Folly of both theſe Stories, That I 
ol An't but wonder that the Doctor and his Party do not bluſh 


think of the printing, and much more of their ſo frequent 
Witing ſuch a paultry Impoſture, which is not the only In- 


1 ance of our Enemies uſing that Artifice againſt us, which 
ettWve are however willing to forget, if they pleaſe to give us 
1oicave. However, as the Doctor appeals to this Author, I 
ſurMWeſire that when he is at leiſure he wou'd take the pains to 


znſwer what is there ſaid, or if he can't, that he beg pardon 
Holt God and the World for endeavouring to wound the Repu- 
ion of his Brethren, by the Teſtimony of ſuch a notorious 
Hau Legend, or at leaſt that he alledge it no more. 

or 
eldom or never within, which lieve to be true, and no 
ing doubt their Reaſon is, becauſe they judge it the moſt per- 


ing ne 
e off wative way, as I can't but own that, generally ſpeaking, it is. 
the But then he infers, That /ince ti a receiv'd Principle among 


tie Diſſenters, That ii not expedient or good to ſymbolize or 
ice with the Papiſts, . fn things belonging to Divine Worſhip 3 
th clearly follows from this their own Principle, that they ought 
Ie to have ſo great an Efteem for Extempore Prayer, or for 
Preaching without-book, | ſince they have been or are pratu'd by 
ave Topyſp Prieſts themſelves, 
th This is only according to the Doctor's way of repreſenting 
tiv, from whom we are to expect nothing fair. I hope the 
band Cauſe is not Wilfulnefs, but rather ſuch Weakneſs and Ig- 
hoſ@norance, as tho? it renders him unfit to write in the Contro- 
erfie, yet may leſſen his Guilt, when he comes to give up 
lan$4s Account. | | 
rm This that the Doctor with ſo much aſſurance ſays is a te- 
| iv'd Principle among us, is rejected by us, as he has repre- 
Dr@ented it. | | 
We utterly deny any Principle that is ſo filly and foolih, 
ey whatever Contempt and Scorn the Doctor may think we de- 
Re. Nerve upon ſuch an Account: And we might full as fairly ſay, 
Joes] That the contrary Aſſertion is held by our Adverſacies; and 


not | B that 


- 


Next he tells us, That tbe Papiſts preach without-book, and 
e 


_ 


w | 
that it is the receiv'd Principle of the Conformiſts, that it i 
expedient or good to ſymbolize or agree with the Papiſts i: 
things belonging to Divine Worſhip. , 5 
I put it to the Doctor, whether (as deſpicable an Opinion a 
he is pleas d to entertain of us) he thinks in his Conſcience thay 
we are ſo ſilly as to believe, that becauſe the Papifts uſe bot 
Methods of Preaching and Praying ithin and without-book8 
that therefore we are to uſe neither? If the Doctor thinks ſo% 
let him ſhew what ground he has from our Writings for thi: f 
his Opinion, Do's he think that he and his Party are the only yy 
Men that know that Satan can transform himſelf into an Ange 
of Light? Do's he think that we don't know that it is very Fa; 
Poſſible for them to abuſe that which is good, by applying ty 
to a wrong End? Or do's he believe that we think we arc 
thereupon bound to lay aſide the thing it ſe}f? Our Opinior 
1s like to be better learn'd from a Friend, than an inſulting 
ſcornful Adverſary ; and therefore the Reader may take it thus 
1. That we judge that no Man has a Power to add any reli 
gious Ceremonies to thoſe that God has already appointed ton 
his Worſhip. There are ſome Circumſtances that inuſt be de 
termin'd one way or another, or there can be no Worſhip pe 
form'd, and ſuch are thoſe ot Time and Place, &c. And there 
fore it is neceſſary that they with whom the Care of God 
Worſhip is lodg'd, and who are to ſee to it, That the General 
Rules relating thereto be fulfilled, ſhould fix and ſettle theſe : 
That is, that every particular Church have a Power to order 
theſe things, ſo they do it to Edification. But when Men en 
join religious Ceremonies, let them be Proteſtants or Papiſts 
we think that our Lord will bear us out in refuſing to obe 
them, for which we Appeal to the furmer part of the 15th of 
Matthew, which we think to be greatly Parallel to our Caſe 
and that wherein it differs, it renders our Caſe yet the more 
| clear and plain. For our Lord himſelf determine: 
Mat. 23. 2. the Matter, That the Scribes and Phariſees ſat 
; Moſes ſeat ; and adds, All therefore what foever the 
bid you obſerve, that obſerve and do, (i. e. all that they enjoin}ſhc 
from the Law of Moſes, all that they fairly urge from the Law| me 
of God; for otherwiſe our Lord could not have vindicated hid his 
Diſciples in the 15th Chap. as he did) but we deny the Power off in 
a Convocation to make Laws for all worſhiping Afſemblies fy 
and we find that the Comformiſts themſelvesſ ea 
Þ Refle. on a (as particularly the Biſhop of Sarum +) give uff 
Book, Entituled, the Divine Right of a Convocation ; and yell wi 
The Rights of farther than that can be pleaded ; I don't fe 
à Convocation, how we can be oblig'd by their Derterminat! 
ons. Again 
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' 
Again, the Ceremony inipos'd, was that which was indiffe- 
ent to be ſure in it ſelf ; nothing cou'd he more ſo, than the 
aſhing the hands before Meat; but we ſay that 'tis quite other- 


ier in ſome Matters in diſpute between us: As particularly 
hahe Sign of the Croſs. 

oui 2. We ſay that the Church of Rome is, and for ſeveral 

ol s been,  idolatrous, and is certainly the moſt corrupt and 


e Impure Communion of any in the World, The Conformifts 
have quarrell'd with us about ſeveral things, which we think un- 
awful, wherein we deſir d to be left to our Liberty, and which 
We can't deviſe what Reaſon they have to retain, unleſs it be a 
Fain Humour of pleaſing the Papiſts by ſome kind of Conformi- 
y to them. At this, we own, we are not a little ſurpriz'd, and 
hink that a thing ſhou'd not be efteem'd the better tor coming 
rom them, but is rather to be look'd on as the more ſuſpicious ; 
nd we think that the ſame Reaſon that induc'd our Reformers 
o lay aſide ſo many Ceremonies, ſhould have induc'd; them to 
ave laid aſide the reſt. 


fo 3. We think that all uſeleſs Monuments of Superſtition and 
— Aolatry ſhould be aboliſh'd. We do not under ſtand for what 


nd theſe things, that do no good in the Worſhip of God, and 
hat have been abus'd to Superſtition and Idolatry, ſhould be 
retain'd 3 and we think that as Rome was not built in a Day, and 
Mopiſh Superſtitions and Idolatries did not come in all at once, 

but by little and little; ſo the retaining of ſuch things do's only 
Yeave open a oU for their Return. We efteem that a noble 

Example that is ſet us in this Matter by Hezekiab, 2 Kings 18. 
4. Who broke the Brazen Serpent in pieces (tho' it had been 
formerly uſeful, and were at firſt made by God's Command) 
when it was abus'd to Superſtition and Idolatry. 

We think that Hezekiab's Practice, and our own Opinion, 
Fare ſufficiently vindicated by thoſe Commands that God gave tg 
the Fews to this purpoſe, Exod. 23. 24. and 34. 13+ Numb. 33. 
2, Deut. 7. 5. and 12. 2, 3. and therefore if the or would 
th]zew that the Diſſenters are inconfiftent in their 1 he 
ſoin ſnould ſhew that they retain ſome Popiſh uſeleſs Cere- 
"monies, ſuperſtitiouſſy us'd by them; and till he do's, all 
hid his hard words will not hurt us. Fancy, Humour, Perverſeneſs, 
T oi znereſt, and ſuck like unwarrantable Methods, may happen to in- 
lies ſfluence other Men in their Actions beſides Diſſenters. I could 
ves eaſily dilate upon thoſe Words, if I thought them as much to 
un the purpoſe in a Controverſie, as the Doctor ſeems to do. I 
YR win fay this, That the Diſſenters have appear'd as little byaſs d 


= by Intereft as any Men ia this Nation ; and it is hard to lay 
ain 


B 2 what 


een TY 
what temporal Intereſt ſuch as the Doctor addreſſes his Lette . 
to, can propoſe to themſelves ; and they muſt be Men of à per cri 
verſe Humour indeed, if they can fancy thoſe meaher CirainWar 
ftances they content themſelves with, and all the Contempt anW s 
Scorn they are loaded with, or look upon theſe as eligible ohe 


their own Account. | Ins 


His ſeventh Aſſert ion is, That it is unwarramable for the Com: 2 
mon Diſſemers to be puff d up for their Teachers agairſt their Pariſh. Hut 
Miniſters, or jo the Diſſenting Teachers to coumenance and gi N 
way to their Followers, being thus puff d up for them, and that ſo fy N. 
as to cauſe, or at leaft help to promote and carry on an open Separati. 
en. And this he argues from 1 Cor. 3. 3, 4. & 18. 21, ande 
that I may not lefſen the Force of his Reaſoning, - he Argues, 1 
it was unwarrantable in the Caſe of real ſpiritual Gifts, and tho f ; 
it proceeded not to an open Separation, it is much more ſo ine 
the Caſe of the Diſſenters, who do not excel the Churchmen in 
ſpiritual Gifts, and who are Sc paratiſts beſides, . 0 

In Anſwer to which I obſer ve. wy 

1. That if the Difſenters are Miniſters of Chriſt, and theWW. 3 
Doctor has as yet alledg'd nothing tolerable to prove the con- Nhe 
trary, then this Conſequence muſt fall heavily upon the Dr. 
and ſeveral of his Brethren, who ate puff d up with a Witneſs! 
againſt Diſſenters, and as much reproves thoſe Churchmen that 
attend not on our Worſhip, as it can. thoſe Diſſenters Who 
attend not upon the eſtabliſty4 Worſhip. But the Dr, thinks? 
he has a Right to inſult us poor Animals, and eyen'to de- In 
ride our ſolemn Worſhip ; for this 9 his Deſign in talk- 
ing of the Artifice and the Knack. of Extempore Prayer, Oc. 
Upon which I will only ;put him ,m mind of the words of the 
Reverend Arch-biſhop Tilorſon, who thus animadyerts upon ſuch Th. 
a petulent Humour: Tho' every Man has a Right in diſpute or 

| | «* againſt a falſe Religion, to urge it with all ef 
Sermon on 2 Pet, its ablurd and ridiculous Conf, uences, as O 
3. 3- being the 24 © the Ancient Fathers did in their Diſputes ar 
in the Vol. in Fol. with the Heathen; yet it is a baraarous haf 
p- 37. | % Incivilii for any Man ſcurrilouſly to maks | 
| &. Sport with Religion, not with any Deſign 

to convince their Reaſon, but only to provoke their Rage, 

2. The Doctor ſeems to think that 'tis impoſſible to prefer 
one Perion before another, without being puff d up for the firſt 
againſt the latter. Which I conceive is not true, nor can If 
doubt that a Man, without any danger of that Crime, ma? pre- 
fer ſuch a Perſonas I laſt cited betort the Doctor. It is no Crime 
to value the Perſon moſt that deſerves beft, provided that a 


Man does not deſpiſe others that are Perſons of Merit, tho in- 
ter iout 


— 
— 
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riour to the former, This was the Fault the Apoſtle 
\Wam'd in the Corinthians, that their reſpe& was appropriated 
P ſome one particular Miniſter among them; ſo as to contemn 
e reſt ; and to be divided, tho* not into different Communi- 
Ms, yet into different Parties, headed each of them by ſome 
om ne of their Miniſters. And the Diſſenters own no ſuch Head 
iſh Bur Chriſt, and avow not any thing, becauſe ſaid by ſuch a Man 
g Of by ſuch a Sy nod, but only as they ſce it to be the Mind of 
Priſt: and if he thinks them thus conſider'd to be a Party, 


2 . his Liberty; others think their Principle is truly Ca- 
dolick, ' 
11 I ſhou'd be far from diſcouraging Perſons value of a Miniſter, 


F any Perſwation whatſoever, whoſe Doctrine was Sound, and 
Ponverſation Exemplary, the* at the ſame time I can't but 
udge that thoſe who think the Diſſenters Cauſe Right, and 
ci way of Worſhip moft edifying, are bound ftatedly to join 
ith them. 
nel 3- The Doctor ſeems to lay a ſtreſs, on the one hand, upon 
ne Conformifts being the Parochial Miniſters, and being the 
Ir Pariſh's own Miniſters; and on the other, upon our Separation. 
el; In anſwer to the former we ſay, That in a Popiſh Country 
at the Parochial Minifter is the Schiſmatick, and the Proteftant 
ho the Catholick. And tis not the Preſentation of a Patron, or 
ks The Inſtitution or [Induction that the Biſhop is forc'd to grant, 
le. bat will give a Perſon a Right in our Eſteem to be Minifter of 
Ik. Congregation, whether they will or no, or that will infer 
5: the Obligation of all that live in the Pariſh to ſubmit to him. 
he Humane Laws may diſpoſe of Humane Things; the Pariſh- 
ch Thurch, the Living, Cc. but neither do's the Law of Chrifts 
te hor the Origin of Civil Government ſhew, that every one is to 
all Fefer himſelt in this Matter to the Magiſtrate. Nor can I ſee 
as how a Man comes to be look'd upon, as belonging to a particu- 
es Yar Church, in which he never was Baptiz'd, and of which per- 
1 maps he never did profeſs himſelf a Member, 
Ka As to his Argument on the other hand, we deny that the 
zu blame of the Separation do's at all bglong to us. They have 
aſt out our Miniſters, not for refuſing Obedience to any one 
er Command and Inſtitution of Chriſt, but only for refuſing to 
| obey ſome Commands of their own, which our Minifters think 
I they can't do conſiſtently with that Obedience they owe to 
e- {Chrift. 
ie | And if the Non-conformift Miniſters are in the Right in 
a their Non-conformity, they think that the People are bound 
to adhere to them, and not as whoſe Conformity they 
IC 3 can C 


can't but condemn, while perhaps they have an high Value fo! 1 
their Perſons and Worth. The Doctor has not meddled here 
with the Merits of the Cauſe, and therefore neither ſhall I, w 
2 only concern d to enquire into the Strength of his Rea. T 
nings. | 1 
But, 4thly, The Doctor do's moſt notoriouſly wrong us, ( 
not his own Conſcience) when he repreſents this as taught bi 
the Diſſenters, That praying without Form, or Extempore, and B 
Preaching wit hout- book, are true and certain Signs of being 
ſpiritually Gifted, | 
I am fully ſatisfy'd there is no Diſſenting Minifter in this 
Kingdom that teaches or believes ſuch a thing, If the Doctor 
is diſpos'd to conlider ſeriouſly of this Matter, I would recom4 
mend a Diſcourſe of Bp. Wilkins concerning the Gift of Prayer} 
which, for ought I ever heard, the Diſſenters are well pleas'd 
with, and particularly what he ſays, Page the 3d, That « Mar 
may have the Gift of Prayer, that bas not the Spirit of Prayer; and 
as the Doctor's concluſion is not deny'd, we are not concern'd 
in his Arguments. | 
His next Aſſertion is, That to teach that the Obſervance of th 
Feaſts or Feſtivals of our Church i ſinful, pop! , It uperſtitious or un. 
warrantable, is the ſame in effett as to teach that ti ſinful, popiſb, 
ſuperſtitious, or unwarranable to bumble our ſelves for our Sms, or 
to return thanks to God on Account of the moſt fignal Circumſtance 
whereby our Redemption was accompliſh'd, &c. and conſequently ii 
the ſame as to teach erroneous or falſe Doctrine. 
And this the Doctor argues; becauſe this not only is, but is 
acknowledg'd by us to be our Duty. And here he alledges} & 
pur 2 the Faſts and Thankſgivings appointed during th 
the War, and the 5th of November: And he thinks that upon ur 
the ſame Principle that we obſerve the one, we are bound toſſ te 
obſerve the other alſo. Whether the Doctor's Conſequence} ly 
will hold, the Reader will be able to judge when he has heard ti 
what our Principle is. te 
1. The Diſſenters think that God himſelf has appointed one 
day weekly for the thankful Remembrance of Fa Mercies,} C 
wherein we are bound particularly to bleſs God for the Great] ti 
Work of our Redemption by Chrift, and for all that Chriſt has . 
done and ſuffet'd for us, in order to the accompliſhing of it; F 
and therefore they think it needleſs for Men to appoint and im- v 
ſe other days yearly for the ſame thing; and they deſire t' 
ere, that they that do ſo, would produce a fair Commiſſion 
for their Proceedin f 
2. They think they have good reaſon to believe that God | x 
EO 1 did 


* 


. 
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id not jntend we ſhould obſerve any ſuch religious Days 
Men have appointed, becauſe they find not that he 
Mas given us in his Word any Account of the Time when the 
«Wings themſelves happen'd. 

X There are but four that we can fix to the exact Time and 
Day of the Year to which they belong, and they are Good- 
Pr yday, Eaſter-day, Holy Thurſday, and Whitſunday ; and our 

owledge of the preciſe time of them (they think) was 
ing t upon any ſuch account as this, but upon quite other Rea- 

ns; and that two of theſe happening always on a Lord's 

hit Hay, they think them holy enough by virtue of God's Inftitu- 
Son, and wonder why any Diſtinction ſhould be ſet upon 

fs, fince every firſt day of the Week is holy to the Lord 
y his own Appoiutment. But as to others they ſay, there 
Ws nothing that they can find that do's perſwade them that 
hey happen'd on the days appointed for the Commemorati- 
pn of them, And farther they add, that the Arguments by 
hich a great many of them are pretended to be fix'd; viz. 
hat Zacharias was High-Prieſt, and the Time when he exe- 
uted his Office was the day of Atonement, Luke 1, 8. are 
demonſtrably falſe ; and that conſequently theſe Holy-days 
Rare plac'd upon a Miſtake in the Kalendar, viz. the Annun- 
Fciation of Mary, the Nativity of St, John Baptiſt, Chriſtmas, 

ircumciſfion, and the Purification of Aſary; and that it is 
next ro Demonſtration that theſe things all happen'd at other 
imes than thoſe aſſign'd; as has been | 
ſhewn by a Learned Perſon of the DD Whiſton's Harmony, 
ctor's own Communion, referr'd to in pag. 161, Sc. 
ng the Margin: And therefore they do not 
on} underſtand how they can on Chriſtmas-day, and the Sunday af- 
toſſ ter ſay, with any tolerable Satisfaction, that God gave hu on- 
cell ly begotten Son to take our Nature upon him, and as at this 
rd} time 76 be born of a pure Virgin, when they ſee good Reaſon 

to believe that it was at quite another Seaſon of the Year. 
ne 3. They don't like the way in which this came into the 
es, Church. Ir is evident, that the Endeavour of accommoda- 
ach ting the Chriſlian Religion to the Heathen Cuſtoms, was ve- 
las ry "mw to Chriſtianity ; and yet upon the Change of 

e 


igion in the Roman Empire, this ſeems to have heen the 
m- very Foundation of the inſtituting theſe days, and therefore 
re they plac'd them on ſuch days of the Year as were moſt ſu- 
on perſtitiouſly obſerv'd by the Gentiles, as the 

ame Perſon obſerves, Now tho I don't Page 162. 
dd | think they deſign'd it, yet I think they did a 
id | B 4 CON- 


conſide rable damage to 4 F Religion hereby. Thi 
Humour of Gori the Chriitian * jon with an Kerbel 
niſh Dreſs, carried in it this Reffeftion, that Curiflianii 
ſeem'd to need ſluch a Set-off. And therefore Mr. 'Daill;Mcc 
conjectures, That it was this that occaſion d the Chriitian;Wiv 
ſo early to add new Ceremonies to An, to take off the ub 
Prejudice of the Gentiles, againſt the Simplicity of the Inſti. Rut 
tution; whereas Chriſtians ſhould have eſteemed that its & 
Beauty. I remember the Learn'd Mr. 7. & 

Inter Opera, in /eph Mede in his excellent Treatiſe of the 
Fol. p. 642. Apoſlacy of the Latter Times, gives us an 
Account of the way in which the Doctrine 

of Devils (that is St warp, crept into the Chriſtian! 
Church ; and he do's it in the Vords of Theodoret. I ſhall rr 
ſet down one Paſlage that he alledges out of him to this Pur- tit 
poſe. Theodoret therefore thus beſpeaks the Gentiles, Our And 
Lord God has brought hu Dead (viz. the Martyrs) into the Wor 
Room and Place (the Temples) of your Gods, whom he hath ſent rin 
packing, and has given their Honour to hu Martyrs. For in-Wh! 
Nead of the Feaſts of Jupiter aud Bacchus, are now celebrated Hro 
the Feſtivals of Peter and Paul, and Thomas and Sergius, and Hot 
other Holy Martyrs. And if their Original was a Miſtake, he 
and the effect of them was miſchievous, I hope the Doctor p: 
will not be angry with us for not obſerving them: Eſpecial- he 
ly if we have the Primitive Chriſtians on our ſide. The td 
three firſt Ages before the Empire become Chriſtian, were Wit 
evidently ina great meaſure ſo. 1 ſhall not collect Teſtimo- 1 
| nies, as twere ealy to do. We appeal uc 

Juſt. Martyr, Apol.2. to Juſlyn Martyr, who ſpeaks not of a- The/ 
Dial. p. 38, 47,59. ny other Day as Sacred but the Lord's Dea 
y, and who when Tyypho the Jew nc 

told him, That they wonJer'd at the Chriſtians who preten- Win, 
ded to Piety, That they neither obſerv'd Feaſts nor Sabbaths ; Fra 
do's not anſwer him, That tho they did not obſerve the Jew- Hat 
3ſh Feaſts, they had many of that kind the Doctor pleads for; Ipo 
but endeavouis to ſhew that the Chriſtians had Reaſon to ſhe 
obſerve the firſt (which he alſo calls the eighth) Day. p 
4. As to other Days mentioned by the Doctor, we think the: 
we have plain Evidence that the greateſt Uſe that has been Rt 
made of them, has been to revile and abuſe us, and to ex- hu. 
aſperate the People againſt us, without any juſt Cauſe ; and g. 
when we ſee Men 7 for Strife and Debate, and Eh 

Ifa. 58. 4+ to ſmite with the Fijt of Wickedneſs, we defire to h 
| be excus'd from joyning with them. te) 

5. We 
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98 5. We own. that there may be beſide: what is, ordinary. 
end common, ſome peculiar Reaſons and Occaſions for Prayer 
nd Faſting, or for Praiſe and Thankſgiving upon a National 
|;Kccount : which as they do more imniediately concern the 
u ivil State, we think it very proper for. a Prince to call his 
de ubjects to them, and to appoint Days and Tames for them: 
i-*Rut then at the ſame time we don't lodge the Matter wholly 
g him ; for we think, if he ſhou'd neglect to appoint ſuch Days, 
the Church may lawfully do it its (elf ; or if he ſhould ap- 
pint Days of another nature, or upon an Account which 
Wey judge improper and unwarrantable, they are not bound 

be them. | 
The Caſe is much the ſame with that which befel the Con- 
rmiſts at a time within our Remembrance. They gave the 
rince a great Liberty and Power in Matters of Kel; ion, 
nd had unmeaſurably exalted it to the Deſtruction of the 
oundation of the Engliſh Conſtitution. At length a certain 
rince try d them, and requir'd them to read a 98 
hich contain'd nothing in its [elf untawful, nay what they 
rofeſs'd themſelves ready to agree to, and which — 
othing contrary to that Sovereign Power of the King which 
ey had preach'd up, and yet tho they allow'd him a Power 
or Þ appoint them toread Briefs, Cc. in the Time of Worſhip, 
al- ey refus'd to read this, and aſſum'd to themſelves that 
he Idgment of Diſcretion, which the Doctor oondemus the 

ere Wiflenters very freely for. . | 

10- The Doctor would intimate, That we are at the Bottom more 
eal Wncern'd for Succeſs againſt the French King, than for the moſt 
a- Nieſtimable Victory obtain'd by Chriſt over Sin, the Devil, aud 
d's Peath it ſelf : and therefore notwithltauding our outward Pre- 
ew Wnces, we are inwardly and at the Heart more carual and worldly 
en- indeed than others; and the Doctor plainly infers it from our 
18; Practice. The Reader muſt neceſſarily fee the Conſequence, 
w- Mat becauſe we bleſs God for the Victory obtain'd by Chriſt 
Yr ; pon a folemn Day weekly; and we pray for Succeſs againſt 
to e French King in the time of this War, upon a folemn Day 
»poinred for that purpoſe once a Year, or once in 52 Weeks; 
ink Merefore our concern for Succeſs againſt rhe. French King, is 
zen Þ times as great, as that for Chriſt's Victory. Ir would be as 
ex- Puch a Banter upon the Reader in us, as 'tis in the Doctor, to 
ind gue upon this matter. We openly avow our Principle, chat as 
and Thriſt has lodg'd the Care of his Publick Worſhip in the 
to ſhovernours of every particular Church, ſo it belongs to 
iem to order it: and we are well ſatisfy'd that thoſe that 
. | gondemn 
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condemn the Principle will aſſume a Power to act by it, when. 
ever they find themſelves to. be generally pinch'd by de- 

Ik, F ' 
9. The Doctor's next Aſſertion is, That every Chriſtian of tie 
Realm is moſt ſtrictly oblig'd to obſerve the Rites and Ceremonie: . 
of our Church, tho they be Humane Ordinances ; * 4 that Ke 
whoever teaches the contrary, is a falſe Teacher. And this he ar- 4 
= trom Heb, 13. 17. becauſe tis the Duty of every good f 
hriſtian to obey the Rulers of the Church in all things not $ 
finful, To which I Anſwer, F 
1. That tis not true that every good Chriſtian is oblig'd ## 
to obey the Rulers of the Church in ali things not finful, 
unleſs he means by not ſinful, not ſinfully Commanded by them, . 
i. e. whenever the Rulers of the Church command things 
which they have no Authority given them to enjoin, theyf 
fin by tranſgreſſing their Commiſſion ; and tho the thing com- 
manded by them were not in it ſelf ſinful, a Chriſtian is not 
bound in Conſcience to obey them, *Tis their Commiſſio! 
from God is the Reaſon of the Obligation to Obedience, and 
certainly tnen the Chriſtians Obligation cannot be larger thay 
their Commiſſion, and the Reaſon of his Obligation, 
2. The Rulers of the Church whom the Chriſtian is bound 
to obey, are the Rulers of that particular Church to which 
he belongs; and as to others, no Obligation lies upon hin? 
to obey their Commands. Now here here the Diſſemers ſe 
not any Command that obliges them. | | 
There are but two ſorts of Churches mentioned in the Neu 
Teſtament (and to that Rule I reſolve to keep till J can find 
a better) and they are the Catholick Church, and particula 
Churches, and theſe only can I look upon therefore as of Di 
vine Inſtitution ; a National Church, I find no mention © 
in the New Teſtament ; and therefore the Authority of the 
Pretended Rulers of ſuch a Church I don't yet underſtan 
but am ready to be inform'd of: as likewiſe what is the for 
mal Reaſon of the Sin of Schiſm from a National Church 
If it is not of Divine Inſtitution. So that were it ſuppos' 
true, that I were bound to obey the Rulers of the Churc! 
in all things not ſinful, yet this will not affect me, unlel: 
they are the Rulers of that particular Church of Divink 
Inſtitution to which I belong. An Aſſembly of a ditteren 
fort from that in which Chriſt has lodg'd the Power, if thefſ 
meet together to make Laws, are a Confederacy and Com 
bination, which TI ſee no Reaſon I have to regard. 
Ul ; 
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z. The Diſſenters judge (as has been obſerv'd) ſome thi 
Inpos'd to be finful ; and therefore according to the Doctor's 
n Hypotheſis, are bound to diſobey thoſe Rulers he talks 
r. Particular Matters brought in by the Doctor under this 
Mead, have receiv 'd an Anſwer before. 

10. His next Aſſertion is, That whoſoever ſhall teach that 
fo ſhew Reverences to Churches (particularly by putting off the 
Tit) when we go into them, whether it be in or out of the 
| of Divine Service, is Superſtitions and Popiſh, do's 
1 __ to have himſelf Cenſur'd as a falſe Teacher. 
& The or's Argument for this is, Lev. 19. 30. and 16. 
. te ball ue my Sabbaths, and Reverence my Sanctuary; I 
the Lord : Whence he argues, That as the former Part re- 
d due regard to the Sabbath, or Day ſanctifyd and ſet 
part for Divine Worſhip, ſo the latter do's as ſerittly require 
ue * to the Sanctuary, or Place ſanfify'd (i. e. conſe- 
ated) or ſet apart to Divine Worſhip ;, and therefore tis but 
aſonable to think the latter of perpetual Obligation as well 
s thagformer ; with reference to which I ſay, I am very glad 
wt fh News from this Corner, I mean the Perpetual Obli- 
tation of the Sabbath; which ſome of our Modern Zealots 
dave been defirous to ſer upon a Level with their Holydays, 
Ind to lay all the Obligation to obſerve it upon the Com- 
and of the Church ; which has look'd very much as tho 
ey would have their Power of inſtituting other Holydays 
tand or fall with the Obſervation of the Lord's Day. I 
Im glad too that the Doctor ſeems lo ready to digeſt that 
Id Jewiſh Word Sabbath, The uſe of it was formerly a 
rime in the Diflenters, and reckon'd among the Inſtances of 
heir * If it will not put the Doctor by his good 
Diſpoſition, I ſhould ſay, Sabbaths comprehend there not 
dnly the weekly, but all other inſtituted E bbaths, of which 
pre was a great number among the Jews, Bur let that 
Vals. 
J. The Queſtion then is plainly, whether the other Part of 
he Precept is not of perpetual Obligation alſo. To which 
Þ anſwer, that tis of as perpetual Obligation as the thing 
Pill bear; that is, that as long as God has ſuch a worldly 
panctuary (as is there meant) tis to be reverenc'd, The 
"Reaſon why the 8 was to be reverenc'd, was, becauſe 
t was the place where God himſelf did in an eſpecial Man- 


ar. 
0d 
Not 


riatzd to himſelf as holy, But when the Doctor argues at 
T his Rate, from the Jewiſh Sanctuary, thus ballownd by 


er dwell ; and which he had by his own Inſtitution appro» 
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the Iſtitution and WP, 4. to a Pariſh Chur ci 
conlegpated, Þy a Hino, the Diſſenters are not quick enough 
in their Reaſonings to follow him, God has now no worldly 
Sanctuazy that we know of, nor do we ſee” it prov'd that 
he has ty'd his Preſence to any 4 Place or Thing, builif 
the Hearts and Aſſemblies of his People: and we thin 
it not hard to conceive of this, tho it ſhould be deny'd tha 4 7 
he conſtantly and in a peculiar manner refides within the U 
Walls of a Pariſh Church; or tho it ſhould be deny'd tha 
he do's. pretently dwell in every Place that the Biſhop ſhall! 
pleaſe to conſccrate for that end, for we have no Promiſe cf} 
any ſuch tning, and yet without that we cannot pretend ta 
be afſur'd of fuch a Matter. Now. then to apply this Mat! 
ter farther, if 2 Man go into a worſhipping Aflembly, ther: 
is Good Realon tor Reverence, becauſe we know from God's 
Promiſe he is preſent there; but if he go into an empty 
Church, I can ſee no Foundation for a Religious Reverence 
for if it be out of Reſpect to God's Preſence that he pull 
off his Hat in ſuch a Place, he may as well in anygtte: W* 
for I can't from the Scripture lee any Foundation Diff 
ference. 0 VV ll. 
11. His lait Inſtance is, That be is a falſe, Teacher, tha 
teaches that 'tis mot lawful for a Miniſtey to receive Tithes ode 
take Day for Preaching ;, or that he wu not a true Miniſter of th 
185 that do's ſo receive Tithes or Pay. | "4 
I ſuppole the Doctor had forgot his Title Page, when he ef 
wrote this; and that he did not remember that Mr. Dowie,“ 
was a Diſlenting Teacher of the Presbyterian or Indepen Du 
dent Perſwaſion; he certainly took him now for a Quaker er 
Such are I think the only People that at this day deny th“ 
Lawfulneſs of a Miniiter'staking Pay; or that judge of Mi ith 
niſters after this 'rate, ;:1)o's not the Doctor know that th" 
Diſſenting Miniſters live upon the voluntary Contributions of 
their People? Does he not know that the Government often 
times Taxes them accordingly, and that by paying thoſe TaxesF'** 
they have publickly own'd that they do receive Pay? IF! 
ſuppoſe that the Doctor here had not his Eye upon any DiF 
vine Right that Goſpel-Miniſters have to Tithes, that's quits 
another Queſtion, which his Arguments do not at all med 
dle with. | FE 50 Gs; 
And thus I have conſider'd the Doctor's firſt Head of Ac 
culations, and can ſafely: refer the matter to apy Candid anc 
Impartial Reader, whether they amount to any thing or no, 0 
whether the Doctor did not in the beginning endeayour ; es 
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jiſe ſuch, Expectstions by his Diſcourſe, as he Was no Ways 
ble to anſwer and ſatisfy, | mins n 
Let us next conſider, Whether he has any thing -bet- 
t to. offer under; his other Head of Accuſations againſt us, 
n d chat 3s falſeneſs of Miſſion; and here he tells us, That be 
Bill) ſet down what is moſt proper to convince w, that our Mi- 


er, have not a true Miſſion, or ( which i the ſame) that 


14 phat u now a-days calld) a Presbyterian Ordination, i not 
ka id or ſufficient to quthorize the Perſon ſo vrdain'd, to teach 
2118 52 atform any other part of the Miniſter al Office. 


Before the Reader proceeds, let him obſerve that whic 
6 Diſſenters;are well-pleas'd to ſee, that their Cauſe mu 
Wand and fall with that of all the Proteſtant Churches: an 
ut the Doctor's Aim is not againſt the Diſſenters only, bur 
at if he proves his Point, all Foreign Proteſtants are a Par- 
of poor, untaught, unbaptiz'd Heathens. . 

The Doctor then proceeds to lay open the true ſtate of the 
eſtion : He tells us, That the Controverſy was occaſion'd at 
We time of the Reformation by ſome then call'd Presbyters, who 
pok ug then to give Ordination to others ; and therefore he 
ls what the Controverſy depends upon the State of the Mi. 
ifterial Office at that time; and in what Senſe the word Preſ- 
rers was then taken, and with what Miniſterial Power ſuch 
Were /inveſied by the Ordination they had themſelves receiv'd. 
De tells us, That we own that for ſeveral 100 Nears hefore the 
formation, Biſhops, Superiour o Presbyters, were inveſted 
ith the Power' of Ordination,” and Presbyters were not, (he 
wuld have ſaid were ſuppos'd not to be fo inveſted). and 
erefore he puts this for the true State of rhe Queition: 


101 ether a Perſon in Holy Orders, tho never inveſted * pd 
Mi. the Power of Ordination can nevertheleſs be truly ſaid to 


Have the juſt Power of Ordination (or which comes to the ſame) 
un nevertheleſs dul and rightly take upon him to give Ordina- 
on to others £ and then he thinks he may eafily determine, 
at fince no Perſon can duly act beyond the Commiſſion he 
ceives, or. beyond that degree of Authority, wherewith he 
Dis been inveſted; therefore fuch Presbyters as are mention- 
„before could not duly ordain, as not inveſted with the 
pwer of Ordination. n 
Thus I have given the Doctor's Reaſon in Sum, not leaving 
Acht any thing of tlie ſtrength thereof that I know Of. In an- 
er to it L lay, 1. That tis a weaknets for a Man te argue 
this rate, to wave the Conſide ration of the Holy Scrip- 
res. The Doctor can't but know that that is the only Rule 
| to 
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to Proteſtants, and the Diſſenters will not hearken to 
other; and therefore his pretending to ſtate the Controver{ 
by the common Sentiments of Men, and not by the Ho] P 
Scriptures, is a way that may ſatisfy him, but never will ur 
For the Queſtion is not what Men have thought, but When 
ther their Thoughts were conſonant to our only Rule; an 
if they were not, they can be of no importance in the Con , 
troverſy, becauſe then they muſt be corre cted by the Scrip Ie 
tures ; and therefore, | 
2. Lask the Doctor this plain Queſtion : Were Presbyter Þ 
at the time that he talks of Officers of Divine Appointment. 
or were they not? If they were not, they are to be diſcard 
ed, and the Doctor has given up the Cauſe of the threefol 
Order, and in courſe ſhould loſe his Benefice. If they wen 
of Divine Inſtitution ; then we muſt by that Inſtitution judg 
what their Office and Power is, and not by the corrupt Nou 
ons of Men in after-Ages. 
3. If we are to argue after this rate from the ſenſe 0 
thoſe times, the Argument will wound the Epiſcopal as wel 
as Presbyterian Ordination: For if therefore a Presbyter a6 © 
the time of the Reformation could not have the wer o 
Ordination, becauſe in thoſe times he was not look Mupon ti 
have it, and his Ordainers did not defign to give it; th 
ſame will hold againſt the Biſhops chat if then, and for ſe 
veral Ages before, they were look'd upon as the Pope's Crea 
tures, and ſwore Subjection to him at their Ordination, an 
their Ordainers never defign'd to give them a Power to of 
dain independently on the Pope, they could not then rightWhe ; 
fully ſo ordain, and by conſequence all Proteſtant, even EpilW»e 
copal Ordinations are thus invalid. 

„With reference to the Diſſenters, the Presbyters wht 
firſt ordain'd among them were themſelves (generally 
leaſt) Epiſcopally ordain'd ; and therefore if we are to judgt 
by the Sentiments of the Ordainers, the Diſſenters will come 
off very eaſily, becauſe *tis certain our Proteſtant Biſhops, : 
the time of the Reformation, did look upon rhe Offices 0 
Biſhops and Presbyrers to be the ſame by Divine Right, as i 

lain from an Original of thoſe times, a Copy of which Bp 
Burnet has given us in his Hiſtory of the Reformation, whe 
Apologizes for their Notion, and calls it (to the beſt of mH 
Remembrance) the Dregs of ug tout 

But this has been taken notice o by ſo many, that I nee}? n 
not add more about it. And this Notion was very prevails! 
ing, till Arch-Biſhop Laud carry'd the matter to that height 1 
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t is at preſent ſo earneſtly ae for: Tho even in his 
>r( e there were ſome Biſhops otherwiſe minded. I remember 
ol Mr. Firmin, in a Piece about Impoſition of Hands, tells us of a 

hop then that declar'd, when he ordain'd a Perſon a Preſ- 
neter; he did it not himſelt as a Biſhop, but as a Presbyter, and 
ano gives ſuch an Account of the Matter, that by what he fays, 
ont may be eaſily known who the Biſhop was, tho' he do's not 
rip ention his Name. So that theſe Biſhops who were of this 

Opinion, are reaſonably to be ſuppos'd to deſign to give to 
ter esbyters as much as we deſire. 


rd Now he is ſo kind as to come to the Scriptute, which is the 
ol FVeapon we deſire may be us'd in this Controverſie. 
er Now here I defire the Reader to obſerve how he argues 
ag h irh us out of the Scripture z for his — to come now 
otiefo that is but a Blind, for he drops it before he gets to the end 
f his Argument, Thus he reaſons 3 As St. Paul i, bow 
e they preach except they be ſent ? ſo is it to be argued in the Caſe, 
vel can they ordain, except they be ſent; namely, to Ordain ? 
r own'd, that no Perſoncan have a Right to Ordain, but thoſe 
ro hat are ſent, that are authoriz'd by God to Ordain, Now the 
n tWeader woull perhaps expect ſome ſolid Scripture-Proof, that 
th Bod has not ſent or authoriz'd Presbyters to Ordain, but he is 
 {eMike to meet with nothing like it. But let us ſee how the 
rezWodAor argues. And he lays, That while we go about to juſtifie 
an e Yalidiry of Presbyterian Ordination, by ſhewing that Presbyters in 
oi e New Teſtament were inveſted with Apoſtolical Authority, as to 
zhifWbe permanent or ſtanding parts of the Apoſtolical Office, and conſe- 
pilſWnently were inveſted with the Power of Ordination, we implicite 
rant the main Point, That no one can duly and rightfully ordain 


uh virbout being bim/elf firſt duly inveſted with the Apoſtolical Power 


7 af Ordination, and ſo far ( ſays be) you are inthe Right. 
def I ſhall only obſerve that we don't pretend to Apoſtolical Au- 
md thority, ſpeaking properly. The Apoſtles (we ſay) were to be 
„ook d upon in a double Capacity; that of Apoſtles, and ſo 
$3 oMeither had nor could have any to ſucceed them: Their 
s Mother Capacity was that of ordinary Rulers, and ſo they were 
BpEresbyters, and ſucceeded by ſuch. If he means by Apoſtolical Au- 
vnchehority, only that Authority which belongs to thoſe whom Chr iſt 
s entruſted with the Government of his Church (whoever they 
found to be) we then own it, and ſay that every Presbyter is 

\ee(0 inveſted, and we do not only implicitely, but expreſly 
-2; {dis main Point, as he calls it, that none can lawfully Ordain (1 


th 


zhrſ8 not concern d in Cafes of utmoſt neceſſity) except __— 
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Word Nechyter, when it is taken for an Office, and he has no 
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lle are inveſtetl with the Power of Ordination: and now le 
5 D make the beſt of it, He tells us, that ſo far we ar; 
jo t, But then your unbappy Error (ſays he) Ties her 
#t yen ſeems not throughty 10 underſtand, or 10 be ſufficiemly aa 
F e "promiſcuous, and cunſequentiy ambiguous uſe of the Wor 
Pregbyter,, whence fr comes to paſs) that 1b it be certainly tru] 
That .futh as are inveſted with the full Extent of ibe ſtanding Ap 
Me Power, are inveſted with the Power of Ordinazion ; and thiol 
Hou be true, that thoſe call'd Presbyters in the New Teſtamen if 
were thus inveſted with the full Extent of the ſtanding Apoſtolic 
Power, yet both theſe do not , avail you any thing toward the Fuſtif4 
cation of your Caſe, That's a little ſtrange, 1 confeſs, one would 
think, that if Presbyters have a Right by the New Teftamen 
ey can't 1783 it at Mens Pleaſure, and the taking it away 
ald Took like a kind of 'Scacriledge. But before we conſidet 
is Reaſon, we muſt rake notice of his Parentheſis, and let hin 
know t hat we deny that Promiſcuous and Ambiguous Uſe of the 


yet rod it: But now hear his Reaſon; Foraſmuch as wha 
as Nen ever ſince the Reformation call'd Presbyteriam Ordination 
wit at firſt brought up, and bas been we rp cominuei by  ſuci 
Pres rs 4s, mere never themſelves inveſted with the Apoſtolic, 
Pawer of Ordination, aud conſequently ſuch an Ordination is 10t « 
wut 41d valid Ordination. This is his Scripture-Proof, without 
we word of Scripture in it; but the ſame Argument that hal 
134 before he came tg his Scripture-Proof, is trump'd up again; 
nd the ſum of the Matter is this, that let the Scripture. ſa 
what it will of the Presbyzers Right, yet ſince Men in after- 
Ages grew. wiſer, and were pleas'd to deny its belonging td 
them, therefore it do's not. The Doctor muſt learn to ma 
nage a Scripture-Argument better, or he is like to work ver 
beide upon the Diſſenters. The Argument has been conſider 
8 * 
Nest he proceeds to anſwer OUR Arguments from the 
Scriptirez” Tho? I muſt ſay, if they were no better than hit 
own, he might ſave himſelf the Labour. | 
. Before I proceed to conſiuler his Anſwers, I will mention to 
FR more Scripture- Arguments, which he has not. taken 
Iot1ce, of, and upon which L cunfels I lay a conſiderable Streſs: 
And they are, - 


* 


1. That as we read not of the Inſtitution of more than twolf 
"ooh 1525 Officers in the Chriſtian Church, ſo tis reaſonabl 

ſup there were no more; for certainly ſince there is 

ve 3d Order, nor a diſtinct 

Name 


O luppo = no m 
neither a diſtin Inſtitution of t 
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L 7 | | 
ame for it, it is unreaſonable. to believe the pretended Office | 
ſelf to be Aliftint. . We have the Inſtitution of Biſhops or | 
esbyters in the Apoſtles, and of Deacons afterwards z but | 
here ſhall we look for the 3d ? n 

2. Our other Argument is taken from 4d 20. 28. from 
hich we argue, not only from the not diftinguiſhing the words 
esbyters and Biſhops {thoſe that were call'd the Elders of the 
hurch, 1. 7. being call'd the Biſhops, v. 28. over which the 
bly Ghoſt bas made you Biſhops ) but eſpæcially we argue from the 
poſtle's ſpeaking of them as the Rulers of the Church, and 
mmitting the Government of the Church to them: which 
ws plainly that the Church of Epbeſus was not under the 
overnment of one ſingle Farina {or Biſhop) but a Plurality, 
Presbytery 3 and this, as Bp. Beveridge 

ys, is the true State of the Controverſie, 8 

hether the Church is to be Govern'd by (p. 11. de rife 

e r more. F 

Now let us hear the Doctor. N 

3, He confiders our Argument from Phils 1. 1. To all the © | 
nes in Chriſt ꝓeſus, which are at Philippi, with the Biſhups and 


:SPeacons. From which we argue that there were but two ſorts 


rs in that Church, and that it was govern'd not by a 
ngle Biſhop. . | 
Now here on Dodo anſwers, That 'tis not ſaid the Biſbops OF 
„ but AT Philippi; and that none can deny that tho there 
regulerly but one Biſbop of Philippi, there might be more as 
when this Letter was written, or at leaſt to be deliver d. 
He appeals, Whether 4 Letter now (in time of Parliament} 
ieh not be directed to the Biſhops az London and Weſtminſter, 
bo” there be bus one Biſhop of London, and none of Weftminfter. 
To which we anſwer ; 
1. That the Epiſtle is written to a Church, as all St. Paul's 
piſtles are (excepting thoſe to particular Perſons) and there- 
bre when he ys to the Saints that are at Pbilippi, he is to be 
derftood of the Saints that dwelt there, and conſtituted that 
hurch; and the words ar Philippi, ſtriftly belong to the Saints; 
nd M hen he adds with the Biſhop and Deacons, he plainly 
herefore intends thoſe that did belong to theſe Saints, or that 
hurch 3 and indeed if the Doctor's Anſwer were good, tine 


Fords art Philippi (ſhould be pur laſt of all. 


2. he r's Suppoſit ion is precarious, that there were 
ſhops of other Churches there when this Epiſtle was written, 
r was to be deliver'd, and the only Ground of it is to ſerve a 


; Mypotheſs. The Apoſtle wrote 72 Rome, that was ſuffici- 


ently 


diſtant from mnt can we hae 
cl, that at com Pump, x writing he knew that there we 
other Biſhops at Phil ſincc it was Rot chen uſual fot them t 
be Non - Reſidents? If t ere were any hen oditus left ther 
to go to Nome, had not the Apoſtle Reafon'to think" that th 
were gone home to their reſpective Churches, before he 
be able'to reach to his Journeys end? Fa Hier, there is 1 1 
reaſon to believe that this Epiſtle was to de deliver? to an A 
ſembly ot Bifhops call d teens at Pbilippi N a F 
— in the e Epiſtle it ſelf concerning y ſuch cio 
any occaſion for it“ Which makes the Cafe [vie 
from that which the Dottor puts, of our Biſhops being 
dom to attend in Parliament. * 

3. Thofe to whom he writes were philipptons; which I Targ 
nor from the Title only, becauſe the Authority of that 
juſtiy diſputed; but, C Chap. 4. 15- where he'thusbefpeaks t 
to whom he writes. Now ye Philippians know alſo; 85 id 
I ſhould put the Inſtance that the Bbeior does, Tappeal to hin 
SHADE, in an Epiſtle diretted to the Biſhops: ar Lendon, ir wou 

be proper to ſay to them, Te Londoner. 

4. H the Doctor's Intęr pretation be true; cen the mas 
Order is wholly left out, and rhe Apoſtle muſt be ſu 
paſs them by without any Notice or Salutatiog, while he 1 

ieularly mentions the inferiour Order of Deacons, 

And Task the Doctor, whether if a Man wrote" to the Con 
vocation, and ſhoyld dire it only to the Bino oll ud Proctor 
aſſe mbled. c. the Deans and —— W la reckon them 
lelves civilly and handſomly dealt with? 

Ideſire the Reader to obſerve," Whether our eaſie and natu 
ral Interpretition, does not matte this Text better agree wit 
the next, than his precarious and ftrain'd one will do. | 

(2.) The next Text the Doctor pretends to anſwer 10, 1 Tin 
3. where the Apoftle only gives Rules concerning Biſhop 
and Deacons, and none concerning Presbyters. And here thi 
Doctor deſires it may be conlider'd, why Presbyters ma 
be meant by Deacons, ſince the word fignrfies Mitifters, Frm 
that the word didxepos does Ferne ſignify a Miniſter, o 
Servant; and therefore is us'd in a Great Latitude. But ye 
there can be no ſuch Reaſon for the Doctor's, as for the ordina 
ry Interpretation, for theſe two Reaſons. 

1. That we have an Account of the Inftitution of thoſe Of 
ficers that we judge denoted hereby, and the Doctor has non: 

Tt all of thoſe he wou'd pretend; this is what we mainly infifighe, 
on; aud till this is dear'd, ſuch Suppoſitions are to be look tes 
upon as wild and precarious, 2. Are 
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t riftian Church, ſd there is very good Reaſon to underſtand 
Mherebyithic N Ne Officers. The Name, when ap- 
hepropriated.co\Othcers in che Chriſtian Chur ch, doe, fully agree 
' ith the Buſmeſs, and the firſt Occaſion of thole whom we nun- 
erstand by it. They were ordain'd to perform according to 
Ane Ditection of the Apoſtles, thole inferiour Offices, which 
; 1 ould not be conveniently: attended to by the Apoſtles them- 
0 es, and ſo the Name of Deacons, Minifters or Servants, did 
- xy, wellagree to them. Beſides, that the chief Part of their 
- rg and that for which their Office was eſpecially inſtitu- 
ed, vas to take cate of the Poor, and to diſtribute the 
zurches Charity among them; and as this was call d by the 
une of Hiaxorte, or however with the Addition of A, 
ad they were ſet over this Buſineſs, it ſeems that hence came 
he name of Je to be us d to fignifie ſuch Officers. 7 
And: tho: we do not make any thing to be our Rule but the 
iptures, yet where that appears ſo dear, we think the Teſtimo- 
ies of ſuch Antient Authors, as Clemens Romanus, and Polycarp, 
Ire not inconſiderable, whom the Doctor may compare toge- 
er, for the clearing this matter; to whom I am free that he 
nould add Ignatius alſo. | | 
The Doctor adds; 1. That nothing is contain d in theſe Rules 
meer ning thoſe ſtild Deacons, ' that is not applicable to Presbyters. 
o which I Anſwer, that that is not ſuffident; becauſe accor- 
g to bis own Rule; p. 29. the ſuperior Order includes all ita 
elative inferior Orders, and ſo the Qualifications requir'd (fay 
) in the inferior, are much more neceſſary in the Superior. 
But then there is another way of arguing, and that is this; If 
here be-ſomewhat wahting in thoſe Rules concerning Deacons, 
hich may be ſuppos'd neceſſary to be given concerning Presby- 
ers, this will be a good Evidence on our ſide without the other g 
Ind ſuch I reckon is chat, that a Presbyrer ſhould be apt to reach 3 
iL ind not among thoſe of Deacons, and theretore can't al- 
ow the Doctor's Interpretation. 
2. He defires us to produce ſome Inſtance where the words Deacons 
nd Presbyters are mention'd together, or by way of Diſtinctiun. To 
hich Ianſwer ; WAY X 
(14) Let the Doctor do the like by the words Biſhop and Pref 
OtPfter, which muft be as much incumbent on hun. 
on (2-) We fay we do that which is tantamount ; for we ſhew 
iſififflde diſtinct Inſtitution of each, and we ſhew that Biſhop and 
2k dFresbyter are the ſame in the Stile of the Scripture 3 and chere- 
Are when we produce the Biſhops aud Deacons mention'd to- 
C 2 gether, 
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© 2, He ſays there is no Reaſon in Secriptuie why the word |Deaco 
ale, 1 Tim. 3. 8. or Phil. 1. 1. ſhould be under ſtood of Deacon 
properly ſo called; but that I have anſwered — i ..f 
I cannot but here take notice to the Reader of an Obſerv:F 
tion that I have made, that when the*Conformifts would anſwe® 
our Arguments, and account for the Texts which we alledge 18 
they run into almoſt as many different ways as there are W 1 
ters in the Controverſy, which, as it is very common her 
Men leave the eaſy and natural Senſe of a Text, and are forcing? 
out another, is no ſmall Confirmation to me of our Interpret} 
tions. They can't reſt ſatisfied in one another's particular Ex 
. plications, and yet they expect that we muſt hold the Point the 
would lecure by them, But to proceed. hdd & 
(3-) Another Paſſage he pretends to anſwer. is, Tir. 1. 5, 
where our Argument is this; Tims" was left in Crete to ord- 
Elders or Presbyters in every City; theſe Presbyters the Apoſt 
ſays muſt be blameleſs, '&c, and theReaſon that he gives is thi 
For 4 Biſbop muſt be — where we lay that it is plait 
that the Biſhop cannot be of a ſuperior Order: For then th 
Apoſtle's Argument would not be valid; but to borrow a 8 
militude of the Doctor's, it would be as though a Man ſhoul 
argue, that a Batchelor in any Faculty muſt be o, and fo qual 
ty'd, becauſe a Doctor muſt; and therefore we ſay, ti 
hence evident the Scripture does not — a Biſhop an 
Presbyter, and that as yet the Conformiſts have not foun 
— either the Inſtitution or Name of the Office that they at 
gue for. | 2 | 
b Now how does the Doctor anſwer ? Why! He allows the pr 
miſcuous Uſe of the word Biſhop, bu ſays this does not prove that 1 
Iower of Ordination does belong to Presbyters, or ſuch as in the in 
forementioned Plates are ſtile d Biſhops. This, it muſt be own' 
is ſtrange Docttine. Does not the Apoftle in the Epiſtle t 
rg ipeak of Biſhops, as having the Care of the Church 


f He gives this therefore as a neceſſary 5 yy 1 
1 Tim. 3-4, cation of a Biſhop, That be be one that ruletb we 

. bis own Houſe: And his Reaſon is, For if a'Maſſ be 

Ver. 8. know not how to rule his own Houſe, how ſha Ch 

he take care of the Church of God, Upon whiq; the 

Words Dr. Hammond gives us this Paraphraſe 3 For ſure an 
that cannot rule a ſo much leſs Province, will be unfit to be 2. 

-&. Governour of the Church of God. Now I think it is n Ap 

- deny - 


[37] 


enyid, that the Power of Government and Ordination go to- 
ether, and that this latter is contain'd in the former, as a 
| 0. the due ordering and governing of the Church. A- 
ain in Titus, a Biſhop is requir'd to be blameleſs, as the 
teward of God, which Dr. Hammond thus pataphraſes; 
As becomes one that has the Government of God's Fami- 
h entruſled to him. And I think the Doctor has good 
Neno far his Paraphraſe; For the Uſe of a Steward was to 

Sale the Houle, and with the Care of it was he intruſted. 
Fompare Gen. 1 5. 2. & 24. 2. and eſpecially read Luke 20. 42. 
ud Lord ſaid, V lo is that faithful aud wiſe Steward, whom 
bz Lord ſhall make (i.e. hath made; compare Mat. 24. 45. 

r elſe who is qualify'd to be made) Ruler over his Houſhold, 
2 give them their Portion of Meat in due | 
zaſon.. , Which ſome perhaps could be Iren. lib, 4. c. 44. 
eady to think belongs to this very Mat- | 
er, but L only alledge it to clear the Notion of a Steward; 
ind add farther, that hence it is that the Governours of the 
hurch are call'd Stewards, m Cor. 4. 1, 2. and therefore I 
znnot but tublcribe to Dr, Hammond's Paraphraſe, 

Bur the Doctor goes on, Nay in Titus there are ſome 

Payticulays which afford very good Grounds for inferring that the 
Power of Ox dinat ion did not belong to ſuch an one as is there, 
Never, 7, ſtiled a Biſhop. His Argument is (ad hominem) thus; 
hat ſince from the Apoſtle's only mentioning Biſhops and 
Deacons, Phil. 1. 1. & 1 Tim. 3. we argue that Presbyters 
muſt be meant by Biſhops. So in like manner, fince it is 
not propable that Titus was to ordain only Elders and no 
Deacons, and by conſequence it is not probable that St. Paul 
ſhould here deſign to give Titus Rules only concerning Elders, 
and not alſo concerning Deacons, it is but rational to ſuppole, 
chat under the general word Biſhop, ver. 7. are to be com- 
prehended Deacons as well as Presbyters; eſpecially ſeeing 
there is nothing in the literal Signitication of the words 
Sener & ner, which hinders their being uſed of 
the ſame Perſons. 

To which I ſay, 1. That a ſufficient Anſwer has been given 
Sto this already, and we have given Evidence that this can“ 
be underſtood of Deacons, becaule the Gavernment af the 

} Church is lodged in them: And to that I add, ver. 9. where 
hi the Apoſtle requires an Ability by ſound Doctrine, to exhors 
e and to convince 2 which an[wers to that, 1 1m. 3. 
be 2. Apt to teach. Now fince this is not mention'd by the 
n Apoſtle as a Qualification neceſlary for a Deacon, but far a 
DYE II 241 C 3 a Biſhop 
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Biſhop, pt And ſince this is, here made the Quali- 
fcation of an Elder or Bi in Nrus, chere can be no Rea. 
fon except ud. = 8 ſbould perfunde 
us, that by an Elder or a Biſhop in Titus, is meant a De 

or that he is to be included. res nr 


N ' TL, 

2. As to the Doctor's Obſervation of the Signification of 
the words due, & Aaxor@!; we own that they may be | 
apply'd to the ſame Perſons, ſo as that he who is i | 
may be ſtiled /:4xoy@, a Servant or Miniſter of Chriſt; but 


then the word is manifeſtly us'd according to its common Ml 


Signification and Latitude, and not for any particulat kind of 
Officer in the Chriſtian Church. But we very much queſlion 


whether the Doctor will be able to prove, that they might 
both be apply'd to a Perſon that was only a Deacon, or that 
Sin ua is ever us'd in that Latitude; and yet without this 
his Obſervation wilt not help hin 0, 
3. It may be alledg'd that Deacons, though an uſeful In- 
ſtitution, yet were not abfolurely neceſſary to the Being of 
2 Church; and therefore the Apoſtle might not mention his 
ordaining of them. | Biſhops were abſolutely neceſſary and 
as theſe would have a Power themſelves to ordain Deacons, 
when they had occaſion; he might not expect thar'Titmms ſnoulu 
ordain Deacons, aud efpecially ſinoe he had a great deab of 
neceſfary Work ro do, to go over every City in Crete, andito 
ordain Elders in each, and he had but a little while to ſtay to 
do it in: For that he was to return ſoon to St. Prul, is evi- 
dent from Tit. 3. 12. and therefore if he did not expect him 
to ordain Deacons, the mentioning the Qualifications of 
them was not ſo neceſſary. | FOOL 
The next Text he pretends to anſwer is, 1 Pet.'54 1. The 
Elders which are among you I exhort,, who am alſo an Elien, (to 
which may be added, 2 John 1. and 3 John 1.) Hence ſay your 
Writers, it appear: that the Apoſtles were Presbyters.- Ay ter- 
trinly, and who ever denyd it © Then ſo far we are all well 
enough, but then fee what Terms he puts upon us. But 
(lays he) doth it hence appear (what ought to- be prov'd by your. 
Writers, if they would prove any thing! the -purpoſe) that the 
Apoſtles were only, or no other than Presbyters, or (which comes to 
the ſame) that every Presbyter is an Apoſtle ? If we are requir'd 
to diſpure upon fuch Terins as 'theſe, I can have no Proſpect 
of any end of the Controverſy,” Muſt we prove the Apdities 
were only Presbyters, when we own they were more? We ſay 


| 


their Apolileſhip' was that wherein they differ d from Presby- 


cfrsz and would he have us prove, that though there was 2 
ö i eee, 
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diſſerencoe, r is he not an un- 
zafonadle: Man, that would put us upon proving that every 
resbyter is an Apoſtle; when we deny that any Perſen what- 
ret; fine che Apoſtles days, was or can be an Apoitle ? 

3 If the Dottor thinks he can prove our Modern Biſhops A- 
etles, we will prepare to hear him; but his naked Aſſer- 
Jon, chat the Apoſtical Order is the ſame with the Epiſcopal, 
ails very little. We underſtand his Compariſons well e- 
Pugh, but he ſhould firſt prove his Point, and then his Illu- 
ation will be pertinent. In ſhort, we ſay that the Apoſtles, 
Paſider'd in their extraordinary Capacity, were Apoſtles, 

id neither had nor could have any Succeſlors : In their or- 
nary Capacity they are fucteeded by all ' thoſe that have 
eGovernment of the Church lodg'd in-them : and as there 
as but one fort of Apoſtles, fo we can ſee no Reaſon to 
ake more than, one fort of Governours, and defire thoſe 
ho would ſplit: their Office (in their ordinary Capacity) in- 
two diſtinct Offices, (via.) of the Biſhops and Presbyters, 
d give us better Reaſons for it, than we can yet meet with; 
d therefore if there is but one ſort of Succeſſors of the 

poſtles, we are very eaſy, and think the Texts he ſpeaks to 
ge too clear to be darken'd by the Miſt he would caſt before 
e Reader's Eyes. Beſides, the Obſervation that we made 
ſpeaking to the other Text, is here to be made alſo, viz. 
bat thoſe Elders were Rulers of the Church, 1 Per. 5.2. 

5. The laſt. Text is 1 Tim. 4. 14. With the laying on of the 
undi of the Presbytevy. Now (ſays he) the Argument drawn 
om hence by your Writers, namely, that the 8 have the 
wer off laying on of Hands, or of Ordination, may be very 
ell anſwer'd from what has been already ſaid concerning the word 
ebyter, being promiſcuouſiy apply d to the ApoſtHes. For hence 
will follow that by the laying on the 7 2 the Presbytery 
re mentioned, may very well be unde rſtood the laying on of the 
ands of no other than the Apoſtles. Should even this be al- 
w'd, it would fignify nothing to the Doctor's Purpoſe. For 
they laid on hands as Apoſtles, and had no Succeſſors in 
err Apoſtleſhip, then chere has been no Power of Ordina- 
on fince their time. If they did not ordain as Apoltles, 
t as Presbyters or Biſhops ' (for the Doctor has not yet 
1 us to the Diſtinction, unleſs his word may pals for a 

cient Warrant) then all ſuch who ſucceed them in their 
lice,” muſt have the Power of Ordination. But (ſays the 
daor) that hereby is meant the laying on of the hands (at leaſt ) 
the Apoſtle St. Paul, is evident from 2 Tim. 1. 6. where the 

| | C 4 | fame 
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ſame Ordination: that is in the forevcited Place ,attribut: 
to the Precbytery, is geapreſiy attributed to St. Paul himſelf 
The Doctor lays this down as abſolutely. certain, an 
ſpeaks of it with an Air that would perſwade a Perſc 
that never look'd into theſe things before, that there wa ſo 
no Objection againſt it; but one would think he ſhoul 
know, there are ſome who make the laying. on of Han 
in theſe two places cited, two diſtin& and different things 
the one far the piving of rhe Holy Ghoſt, which the Apolil) 
might well attribute to himſelf, it being one of the Peculia 
of the Apoilleſhip. And the other they think was in Ord: 
nation by the Presbytery. This Obje&ion was certain! 
worthy the Doctor's notice, and he will do well to remove 
clearly out of his way. But now mark his Inference. hen 


it will neceſſarily follow, that tho the . ment ion d di 
join with St. Paul in the Ordination of Timothy, yet they did on ne 
join with him. (Ay certainly they did no more, and ſe 
St. Paul did only join with them, for they both joined tog 2 
ther) and that therefore from thence it can never be prov'd thay to 
the Tower of Ordination did belong to the * it ſelf the of 
ment ion d. But we ask if the Presbytery di _—_ did the h. 
it as Perſons that had Power, or that had not? and if the 

had not, what did their Act fignify ? fo 


Now he ſubjoins two Confiderations, which (he ſays) tel m 
clearly to evince, that the Power of Ordination did not belong fl w 
Presbyters, properly ſo call'd in the New Teſtament. 1 wiſh t 
r- had ſet. down thoſe places in the New - Teſtament 

Na Gute 10 

1. His firſt is grounded on Tit. 1. 5. the Sum of it is thi} zo 
If the Presbyters prdain'd by Titus, were ſuch as had theu 0 
ſelves the Power of Ordaining, what need Titus haye been 14 9 
at Crete to ordain them Elders in every City? If he had c 
dain'd ſuch in one or two of the firſt Cities he came at, th i 


might have otdain'ꝗ others, 
In anſwer to which I ſay, 11 
1. We have ſhewn before, that they had the Power of . 
dination, becauſe they had that of Government; one ſuch H tt 
ſitive Argument is worth farty of the Doctor's Negat ive On 8 
2. There is a very probable Reaſon why Titus was leſ h 
even ſuppoſing theſe Presbyters to have the Power, viz. t! 
cauſe they were to be fix'd aud abide in their Cures, and ul * 
defign'd to have all the Power neceſſary in their Stations, U 
2 were not to be imploy'd as Itinetants and Evangel i d 
in founding and ſettling Churches ; þefides there was a res [ 


\ 


Lu 


liar Reaſon for their not leaving their Flocks immediately 


upon theiz Ordination, before they had gain'd their Affecti- 


_ And 1 — the Doctor will allow, that tho all Preſ- 
byters are equal with reſpect to their Office, yet ſome by rea- 
ſon of their Age, Standing and Experience, may be more 
proper to be imploy'd in any Work of Moment and Difficulty 
than others; and this alone might be a Reaſon why Titus 
was order'd thus to go over the Cities of Crete. 

3. If Titus was not to ordain thoſe that had themſelves the 
Power of Ordination; then I ask the Doctor, (t.) What was 
to become of them afterwards, when he ſhould be remov'd 
from them, as he was to be ſoon (as I ſhall have occaſion 
to obſerve afterward) or in Caſe of Titus's Death, and the 
Death of ſome of their Elders ? Do's the Doctor think that 
the Apoſtles, when they founded and ſettled Churches, did 
not take care to ſettle them fo, as they might be able to pre- 
ſerve Order among themſelves ? or dg's he think that in ſuch 
a Place as Crete, he defign'd there ſhould be none impower'd 
to ordain, or none but Titus ? (2.) I ask him what becomes 
of the old Opinion of the Conformiſts, that every City ſhould 
have its own Biſhop, if this be true? 

2. His other Conſideration is this, That ſince there are to be 
found no Rules of Ordination (in any of the other Epiſtles, tho 
more in number, hut) only in the Epiſtles to Timothy and Titus, 
who as ſingle Perſons preſided over, and govern'd the Churches of 
Epheſus and Crete. Hence it may be rationally iuferr'd, That 
the Doctrine of the Church of England, concerning the. Power 
of Ordination, belonging (not to a Community of Presbyters, but ) 
to ſingle Perſons, by us call'd Biſhops, it agreeable to the Diredti- 
on and Practice of the Great Apoſtle St. Paul, and conſequently 
of Apoſtolical Conſtitusion. | 

In anſwer to which, I ask what the Doctor means by pre- 
fided over, or govern'd as fingle Perſons ? Do's he mean they 
did for a little time, while they remain'd there, direct them 
in Church-Affairs, and ordain them Officers? This is too lit- 
tle. The Doctor would hardly ſay, that the Biſhop of ano- 
ther Dioceſs ordaining a Perſon in London, preſided over, and 
govern'd the Church at London, even tho the Perſon ordain'd 
had a London-Title, I take it therefore for granted, That 
the Doctor means that (according as we ſpeak now) they 
were the Biſhops of Epheſus and Crete, or the fix'd and ſole 
Governours thereof, each in his reſpective Church. Now 
this is eaſily ſaid, but very hardly prov'd, and therefore the 
Poctor choſe the quickeſt and eaſieſt way to take it for * 


—ůͤ W — — — — 


| 
| 
| 
| 


1 Dm — — — ——— 


— 


141 
ed. There is no Evidence of this from the: ne 
Foſtſeripts v6 the Epittles are neither Canonical nor Antient, 
and the very Stile of that to Titw, when it | talks/of the 
Church of Cretians, is quite different from that of the 
New Teſtament, which never f. of the Chriſtians of: a 
whole Country, under the Name of a Church in the fingular 
Number; and fince there is no Evidence to the contrary, we 
have as much Right upon our ſingle word to deny, as the 


Doctor has upon his to aſſert, that they were Biſhops of theſe ® 


Churches. '/ f | 

But we do not infiſt upon that, but add; 
1. That if Timothy were, according to the Poſtſcript, the 
firſt Biſhop of Ephefus,- the 5 would not have commit- 
ted the Government of the Church to the Elders, as he di 
and that when Timothy was by; compare the 47h, 17th, 
281% Verſes of the 2075 of the A. 1 G1 5 
2. If Timothy had been the Biſhop of Epbeſw, his Duty 
would have been to reſide there, and then it is not probable 
that the Apoſtle would (at the ſame time mention'd before : 
Compare 1 Tim. 1. 3. with 4 20. 1 ) have beſought, bur 
rather enjoin'd him to abide AA at Epheſus, Nor is it pro- 
bable that he would have afterwards call'd him from his Cure, 
as he did, 2 Tim. 4. 11. MEAN) * ul 
And the like may be ſaid with reference to Nu, That 
had he been, according to the Modern Way of ſpeaking, the 
Biſhop of Cyere, it is not likely that the Apoſtle would have 
ſo ſoon call'd him away as he did, i. 3. 12. or that he 
would afterwards have ſent him another way to Dalmatia, 
2 Tir. 4. ro: And I think the Apoſtle ſpeaks not as tho he 
defign'd to ſettle Titus Biſhop of Crete, when he ſays, That 
for this Cauſe left I thee in Crete, that thow mighteft ſet in 
order the things that are wanting, and ordain Elders in every 
City. This looks as tho he were left only upon a particular 
Exigence, and was to ſlay there no longer than till he had 
taken care of it. | 8 N 

3. There is no reaſon to think that Fimothy or Titw were to 
ordain alone Timothy had the Elders or Biſhops of Epheſus, 
mention'd' in the 20th of the 47g, with him, and Titus ha 
Zena and Apollor; and tho rhe Charge: is given to Timothy 
and Titus, as they were to be the Principal and Leading Per- 
ſons ; yet ſince by comparing other Places we find that Ordi- 
nations were Perfume x Hutality, and eſpecially fince 
Chriſt did not appoint his Apoſties to act fingly, but in Con- 
junction, It is but tes ſonable to think that Firiothy and Titus 
acted in like manner. | One 
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Obje&tion more the Doctor anſwers, and is fre& upon 
e matter in his Reproaches, Qc. which, as we are pretty 
ell us'd to, we have learn'd to deſpiſe. Lo 
The Objection is this, That Epiſcopal Covellhnient, as main- 
imd hy the Church of England, is only an Ed of humime 
vide and Ambition, no other than a piece of Popery. Twill 
pt ſer down the Doctor's Anſwer at length, but will give 
e Reader my own Sentiments about the Objection, and his 
Anſwer in theſe following things. 2 1. 
Ir. Then 1 do not think that all Epiſcopacy is either Popiſfi 
Unſcriptural. There is an Epiſcopacy that I am ready ro 
Wcad for, and I have ſome Deſign to do ſo ; and I verily be- 
ve, That neither thoſe call'd Engliſh Presbyterians, nor In- 
pendents, will be againſt a Precedency of one before the reſt, 
the ſame Order, in a particular Church. 
2. Tis the Difference or Superiority of the Order of Bi- 
ops that I deny to be founded upon Scripture ; and the Do- 
or is ſo favourable as to ſay as little as I cod defire to 
nfute'my Opinion; or, if he pleaſe, to take the Queſtion 
ording to Bp. Beveridge's ſtating it: I deny that the Go- 
rement appointed by Chriſt, or his Apoſtles in every 
hurch, is Monarchical. And here both Presbyterians and 
dependents*alfo, however the Doctor repreſents' and inſults 
em, join with me, For the Independents give the People 
much Power, as that the Paſtor cannot act againſt the Vote 
the Majority of the People, and therefore is far from be- 
g acknowledged Lord Paramount. | 
3. That ſo long as I am convinc'd that the Epiſcopacy I 
ad againſt is not according to Scripture, I am not much 
ncern'd which way it came in, tho the Doctor's Way of 
afoning do's not much move me: For tho the Danger of 
> moſt eminent Station in the Church, might deter Perfons 
dm affecting it in times of Perſecution, yet that do's not 
der the Workings of a natural Inclination in Men, to 
aſp at Power (which has a Spice of Pride and Ambition in 
when they are actually got into ſuch a Station. Suppoſe 
en were afraid of being Biſhops, could there be no Temp- 
ions to them to enlarge their own Power when they were 
? I deſire the Doctor to conſider, whether he can god no- 
ng of this Nature in Pope Victor and Stephanw, or whe- 
r the Reſpite they ſometimes had, might not let looſe 2 
jon, which Perſecution perhaps, chain'd up; or whether, 
withſtanding his Argument, he has not heard of one Dio- 
phes, who lov'd to have the Pre-eminence 3 or of Nova- 
| | tian, 
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; that got himſelf to be made à Biſnop, and who had m: 
ny Bishops of his own way that ſucceeded him. 
4 I make ngggoubr, but that as he that had the Precedey, o 
cy in any Chun, was. ordinarily a Perſon of moſt Emineno 
and Worth; ſo this, and his having the chief hand in ma" 
naging Affairs, gave him Advantage to enlarge his own Au 
thority ; and I think the farther we come from Scripturet 
Times, the more we may obſerve that Enlargement. 

5. I cannot but think that the vaſt Extent of Dioceſſe 
made the loweſt Species of Churches, with a Biſhop at the 
Head of them, as ſole Paſtor of all Chriſtians therein, is cot 
trary to Scripture, Antiquity, and Realon it ſelf. t tha” 
Dodior call it what he will, I ask him, Whether he ca 

lame a Man for ſaying the Pope is capable of being univerſ 
| Paſtor ; and yet ſay himſelf, That a Man may be capable © 
the Paſtoral Care of a Million of Souls in England, and of 
great many thouſands beſide in ſeveral Places of America? 

6, 1 delight not in reproachful Speeches; and thereforf®* 
ſhould not much affect Charges of Popery; but only I wien 
tell the Doctor, that he would have done his Cauſe mor" ? 
Service, by ſhewing plainly that Biſhops, with ſuch Dioce 
ſes as the Engliſh are, the Biſhops Courts, and their mann 
of Proceeding, have a better Platform, than he has now dot 
it by ſuch a ridiculous Diſcourle of a Proteſtant GrandfathdK"* 
being the Son of hu Popiſh Grandſon, vo * 

By Popery, ſuch Men as the Doctor talks of, mean ti 
—— yſtem of Corruptions own'd and avow'd by th fr 
Chur 8 | 0 5 

They don't think themſelves oblig'd to examine, wheth"? 
the thing they eſteem Popiſh, were in being before ſome Poi 
of Popety were ſtarted, but only whether they are Corruptio 5 
or no; and whether if they are, they are held by the PM) 2 
piſts. I will for once tty the Doctor. 

He tells us Nope did not begin in the World till abo 
two, or about three hundred Years after the Reign of Co 
2 the Great: This brings us therefore to about ii 

ear 600; or, I ſuppoſe, the remarkable 606, for the | 
ginning of Popery : I ask the Doctor, Whether the worſhi 

1 Saints will be allow'd by him to he a piece of Popery i 
It has hitherto, I think, been fo acknowledg'd-; and yet if 
will pleaſe to look into Mr. Aſede, in the place I cited befor 
be will find that it was maintained by the famous Theodor 
who was a Biſhop ſoon after the Year 420. 7715 


ne 


} 


„„ n, 
1 hope 1 have now fully ſatisfy'd the Reader, that the D- | 
tor has nothing material to ſay againſt the Miniſtry of a | 
Diſlenters 3 and the Reader will without my enlarging, ſee | 
hat his Admonition in the Concluſion is impertinent. 

Their Ordination is evety whit as valid as Epiſcopal, and 

here is not one Scripture Qualification of it that is wanting. 
lt the Doctor thinks he may lay any ſtreſs upon out places 


Worſhip, as not ſo fine and handfome, we are re 
12 efend our practices, and are well ſatisfyd, that e Worm if 
Wnſonant to the Scripture-Rules, will leafing to | 


ho the Circumſtances of the Worſhipers revent their | 
wing the Place either ſo beautiful or convenient as might 1 
|; e deſir'd. | 4 I wat 2 | 
It is not the Place, tho conſecrated with all the Ceremo: 
ies, and by all the Biſhops in the World, will, make a Per- | 
on's Service more acceptable to God. Lis not one place or 1 
other that God now regards, but he ſeeks ſuch to wotſhi | 
im, as worſhip him in Spirit and in Truth, and with ſu 


15 e is well pleas d, however the Doctor, and Men of his nar- | 
cel Principles ſhould be offended. . „ 
a. If the Doctor apptehends the Miſchief of Schiſm ſo great, | 
old is not miſtaken, we think we have reaſon to pity the | 
+1 $Þ<hifnaticks; and add moreover, that tho we own that any 

Sin, and conſequently Schiſm,- is in it ſelf of a Deſtructive, 


Damning Nature, yet we take not upon us to judge the Con- 

ormiſts eternal State, as they many of them da very freely . 41 

burs. "We know they have a metciful God to deal with, who 

nows how to make Allowances for the Prejudices of Edu- ö 

ation, or the Byaſs that the Vogue of the World and Inte- 

eſt do often, in ſame meaſure, give to Men that are yet tru- 

y fincere and upright. _ | , 

The Doctor would fain have us own and ſubmit to the 

harge of Schiſm, as may be ſeen by his Poſtſcript ; but we 4 

ay the Charge is utterly groundleſs, and if any of us hold 5 

hat Principle, That Separation from a Church is no Schiſm or 

inful Separation, ſo long as ii not accompany'd with Unchari- 

ableneſs ; It is not from any Suſpicion that the blame of the 

Weparation (and fo the Guilt of Schiſm) lies on our fide x 

or is it from any Tenderneſs to our ſelves, but if any thing 

ways us, tis rather a Willingneſs to think the moſt favau- 

Wably of our Brethren. . And if the Doctor js offended at our 1 
haritable Senſe, and reſolved to, miſake it, we cannot help | 

it, I confeſs, for my own part, tho I defire my Charity may ., #| 

e as extenſive as reaſonably it may be, yet 'tis not built * 

* 


L361 

that Notion which the Doctor here of, Mhich yet 

knowledge is eſpaus d and urg'd in the preſent Caſe by ſor 
Dilteaters 3 but rather upon what 1 mention'd before, viz. 

Goodneſs of God, who, will put.a favourable; Conſtruſtion upc 
er pardon the involuntary Miſtakes that good 

eto. 4 | Gan. | 
to the Places of, Scripture the Doctor cites, they are ę N. 
Chet and are calily apply'd as a Man pleaſes. Bat I hat 


ui chat the Doctor has not ſaid any thing that will bear bill; 
ou 1n applying themito us. I ſhall make no other Return N 
them, chan by propolingto his ſerious Con... tin 
1 on a few... ans in the Words of Iren. in tbe . Mir 
he late Bp. Stillmgfleer : © What Ground can Di 


o e be, Chxiſtians ſhould not ſtand n the ſan F 
4 ert . i y. did in the time of Chrift and 855 
"Apoſtles? Was not Religion ſufficiently guarded and fencq @ 
n then ? Was there ever more true and cordial Reverend tra 
che Worſhip of God ? What Charter has Chriſt given ll be. 
665 f Url SF , f 0 hi: D þ 
.Chutfch to bind Mictl up to more than himſelf has done? M M. 
&**to excludz thoſe from her Saciety, who may be admitted i wy 
4 toHeay ili-Chrift, ever thank Men at the Great Da me 
for keeping Tuch out from the Communion of the Churdff an; 
hom he will you life not only Crowns of Glory to, but Tan 
may be Aureola too, if there he any ſuch things there? Whell the 
the Doktor has conſider'd theſe things duly, he may better dM of 
5 05 whether his Time and Pains ſpent in miſrepreſent ing of 
cenfut ing and condemning us, were not likely to turn to a morya 
tomfartable Account to him, if ſpent in endeayouring to alla ab 
the Heats, and mend the Tempers of thoſe, who by their In ſel 
poſitions have caus'd ſuch Differences and Diſtractions in thian 
wrt of the Chriftian World. I can ſee a truly noble Charifof 
in Men that plead for abatement to be made, in things thqWdic 
confeſs unneceſſary, to ſuch as profeſs they eſteem them ſinfulliſec 
and who; tho? they can ſatisfie themſelves of the Lawfulneſs me 
the impos'd Terms of Communion, yet ſeek for a Relaxatiq Rc 
of them, for thoſe that cannot. But I defy the Doctor to fi 
me out a Jew, Papiſt or Turk, that has not Charity enough 
equal what (for ought I cari find) the Doctor is yet arriv'd to 
I mean to perſwade Men to be ot his own Opinion, while ty» 
threatens them with nothing leſs than Damaãtion, if they are 
not. | ä ; 
I am not much concern'd at the Doctor's ſecond Poſtſcript, 
have not > Pamphlet by me that he pretends to cite for ou 
Opinions formerly. 1 obſerve his ſcrupulous Conſcience wi 


| * 

it hin end in a Citation, to ſay the Loveheſhire Miner, 
ee ale but inſtead of Minfſters, he takes the Liber- 
te put in Teachers, and fo he files himſelf in che Title Page 
1 Minifter, and Mr. D. a 9 Teacher, Soppole we 
Would uſe this Language, and only call the Doctor a Bre- 
thren the Parifh-Teachers, I believe the Doctor would not be 
well pleas'd, In a free Age this Narrowneſs of Spirit 'expoſesa 
Man to ſcorn. 2 * 

But now let it be ſuppos'd, that with more Fairneſs he cites 
the Body than the Tide of the Book. I will tell the Doctor, 
that if the Diffenters ſpake too hardly againſt Toleration at that 
time, of the or's Pripciples have very thruughly con- 
unc rhem of their Miſtake. ?Tis one receiv'd Principle of the 
| EDifſenters, that no Man or Body of Men are to be the Standard 
an of Truth, and that their Notions are not to be enſlav'd to the 
bil Sentiments of thoſe whom they moſt value. And if they have 
coll o profited by the Severities they have endur'd, and thole irre- 
endl tragable Arguments by which the Rights of the Suhject have 
th been of late Years clear'd and vindicated, as to underftand that 
A Matter a little better, why ſhou{d the Doctor cenſure them? or 
Ii why them alone? Do they not herein agree with the Senti- 
Di ments of the whole Nation, except the Votaries for Bigottry, 
ird and a French Government? But if the Diſſenters Principles 
ut ¶ and Practiſes are ſo occaſional as the Doctor would repreſent 
ſheflthem, I beſeech him to tell me why they ſhould ftand in need 
of any Toleration at all? Why do they not ſo ſerve themſelves 
ing of chems, ate fall in intirch with the Eſtabliſhment ? What 
nor vas it that bewitch'd them to endnre a Series of Sufferings for 
alla above 20 Years together? What did they propoſe to them- 
ſelves to get by ftanding out 2 the ſevereſt Acts of Parli- 
ament, or by expoling themſelves to the Fury and Clamours 
of an angry Party, that had got the Power on their fide 2 Why 
Nad thy not improve this Artfice of ſhifting their Principles to 
ſecure their Benefices ; as we have ſecn a great many Church» 
men, who chang'd their Notions of Paſſive Obedience and Non- 
Reſiſtance, at the very nick of time when they muſt have been 
dtherwile ejetted ? | 
Or if the Dottor thinks they have no Principles at all, why 


» '20k the Oaths to King William, and hated him and his Go- 
ders nent when they had done, and ſtill revile his glorious 
Memory? 


t, is the Glory of the Diſſenters that they ſo long ſuffer'd 

' oumong other things for refuling to declare, that tis not lawful 
wi | upon 
no 


lid they not lublcribe and ſwear at the ſame rate as a great ma- 
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; | x Dag have now, gone through the oder Letter. 


. Writin pages a piece. with this, they 
8 e very | Ned unleſs the Max rial Air 
- with, which he writes, ſho 9 amends with 3. f for the 
Weaknels af dis — es 1 hope- "twill be no 3 to 
| declare that it does got. at all convince, + 
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